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2 . To note . 
par.KOROUND 

3. On Sunday 26 April the ™ ^^Sl^S" ^sighting 
the Daily Mail and Daily Express about ^all.^ ^ & battleship , 
over the North Sea involving an °»3 bUshed articles 
travelling at around < ^o additional information about 
subsequently alleged 24,000 mph^. No • afc the time or has 
the date of this alleged incident™ ^ ^ ^ broadcast 
been since. A iurcnei. p 

media have now been received. 



grMirm of t hB Story 



4. 



The Daily MaU^said^that^^B^™^^^;^ 



l4Q 



the source 



is 



of the story. BsaBBlSW, " under a cloud and has, we 

believed to havS iert ^^»aper ™° national Press on a 

understand, been contributing mat er . g tQ fae rather 

freelance basis since that time. »- - 
inventive of the facts. 



pair F Y linq rim°°, vnrkshire 



j t a tasted onlv to detect and track 
5 The Fylingdales radar i? tasked oniy trajectory . The 
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35 years it has operated, no 'UFOs' have been tracked. It is the 
case that the radar is not configured to track such objects, 
particularly in the reported areas, and there is therefore no 
substance to the claim that recorded data of this nature is held 
at RAF Fylingdales . 

6 . OC Fylingdales also confirmed that the station has not been 
approached to provide supporting information for the Space 
Symposium at RAF Cranwell in June. The RAF Fylingdales Crew 
Commander received a call from a journalist on Sunday but was 
asked only about RAF Fylingdales' involvement with the Symposium. 
The Crew Commander denied all knowledge of any involvement and 
referred the journalist to the MOD Press desk. 

Symposium at RAF Cranwell 

7 . The Air Warfare Centre and the MOD branch Operational 
Requirements (Information & Communication Services) are jointly 
hosting a 'Military Exploitation of Space' Symposium on 3-4 June 
at RAF Cranwell. It is open to Service and MOD civilian personnel 
and industrialists with an interest in this subject and is 
mentioned on the Internet. 



8. The newspaper articles allege plans for one of the speakers 
at the Symposium to present radar tapes from RAF Fylingdales to 
substantiate the ' UFO 1 claims . Neither the Air Warfare Centre ' s 
focal point for this event, nor OR(ICS) staff, have knowledge of 
any material of this nature on the agenda and have confirmed that 
the Symposium has nothing whatsoever to do with 'UFOs'. A copy of 
a brochure about the Symposium is attached for information. 



Conclusion 



9 . All enquiries indicate that there is nothing of substance in 
the claims made by the media. 
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ROYAL AIR FORCE 

AIR WARFARE CENTRE 

OPERATIONAL DOCTRINE & TRAINING 
RAF COLLEGE CRANWELL 
UNITED KINGDOM 
NG34 8HB 



COMMERCIAL 
WITHIN UX. 01400-2$ 120 1 HXT 6474 
OUTSnjEUK 44-1400-26120! EXT 4474 
Internet Mali Addrcji: A8CMflflD-T.deaieo.ce.iii 
wwwMmedul/awBSud 



1998 Aries Symposium 
Military Exploitation of Space 

A 2-day operational and icclnical ayBposiuratm the 
wKhry mploUatioaof space, sponsored by (be Air 
FW« Baud, wllbetsldu RAFC CranwcQ, UK. 
on Ttar 4 - Fri 5 fine. Tbeaiai of the jympMiiro 
ts lo raise ibe profile of Spice vitfen ike defcacc 
torasmni [y, both military tm! industrial al 3 levels': 
Tery senior afficeis, who arc already well awa» of 
MOD apace policy bin probably lete nm al cerate 
technological trends: raJedao-rtekisi MOO 
personnel, whose professions) knowledge woald 
benefjf tigniflewiiy tram greater exposure to tbe 
pocearial benefjci ofspace exploitation; and uxbarliy. 
vbo wuh to be Informed about MOD interest in 
ipace a* an operational eoviionnefli and art keen 
lo gain an opportunity todceionsuatcthe capabilities 
and concepts ibey may offer ia support of apace 
objectives. All tie briefings at the eyrneoeriin wilt 
be precMted ai an unelajslfied lard: however, 
irrajgeneira can bernaee lor participants (o discuss 
technology issue* at a classified level The 
tympostum li bstBj ran joinfly by tbe Air Warfare 
Centre (AWC) arRAFC Cra swell and Ofc<ICS)*nfr 
from MOD. Tbe AWCpohrtet contact for the 
symposium is Mr ) Wen. RAFC OanvwU (01400- 
U1201) Bal 6474. 
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Please Oil 1b tbe reverse of (alt farm and send to 
tbe above address kjr 18th May 1998 



Sponsored by 
The Air Force Board 




Thursday 4 June 



1*39 Registratioi & coffee in Whittle Hall 

1100 Welcome aad Opening Reswki 

Chairman 

111* Keynote Opening address 

DCICS 



1125 Space Technology and Concept! 

OD Space AWC 

1215 Lmch in Col lege Hill 

1330 UK Spice Policy tixt Programmes 

ADORtlCS)! 

Trends 

1415 Furore Developments and Trend« - 
UK MOD DEM 

1500 %• In College hull 

1530 Fotiite Development! and Traid»- 
irK/Etaapeaatodusby BNSC 

1(15 View fowl (he Pentagon 
17*0 Close 

1934 Pre-Dinoo Drinks at The Lawns 
2000 Symposium Dinner at The Lawns 



^*^7^ = — — — = Day l 



Friday 5 June 



Chairman 

Boeing 
MUS 



0990 Introductory Remarks 

rqin.vinli-jtfniH 
0995 Teledesic 
994S Celestri 
1030 Coffee in Cellegt Hall 
Remote Obrarnafitm 
1100 SpacstanteAWACS 

Boeing 

1145 EOS AT iUf Space Imaging 

1230 Lunch in College Hall 

1345 SB1RS LM/TRW 

1430 TSTO/Re-ucibles 

t/S Industry 

1515 Tea in College HaB 
1545 Sea Launch 

Boeinx/Krmichev 
M30 Clcwijig Address ACA5 
IMS Discussion Chairman 
1700 Close 

f Conlenn may change due to the mailatllit} of 
speakers) 

i ' j9^2 a 



Registration Form 

Flam tetimr Hit faSiimint tttStfau fir 

The Military Exploitation of Space 
Symposium 

RAFC Craowell 4 and 5 June 1991 



natfcme 
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0D&T, RAFC Crawrelt, 

SkiAMttL Lhc*. NOM SHB. 
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White Paper Submission 
28 Jan 1998 



| Next submission (by date) | Previous Submission 
(by date)| Index of submissions 



1 . 1 read with interest trie recent publication of the FOI White Paper and 
look forward to the new age of open Government that is clearly on the 
agenda. 

2. 1 have been if) regular correspondence with my MP Mr Rhodri Morgan 
who has In turn been in touch with the USoS for Defence, Mr John 
Spellar. The correspondence has been over matters relating to 
unidentified aerial phenomena (RAF Terminology) more commonly 
known as unidentified flying objects (UFOe). 

3. 1 feel that I speak for a lot of people when I express my concern over 
the way these UFO-refated issues have been handled over the last fifty 
years. I also feel that our Govarnmentwill never be truly open until the 
day when we actually see an RAF Officer (or even the SoS for Defence 
himself!) appear on the evening news sharing UFO-related information 
with the viewers! 



4. A good start would be to come clean on some of trie inddents from 
the 1930s such as RAF Lakentieath, the interception at St Margaret's 
Bay, West Freugh, RAF Church Lawford and RAF Topcliffe- details of 
these are already available in historically authenticated documentation 
available from the Public Record Office at Kew and it seems silly for the 
Government not to acknowledge these. What makes the situation even 
more incredulous is that a civil servant is actually writing books and 
appearing on TV saying these things are genuine. 

5. I am grateful for your attention on these matters and trust that they will 
be given due consideration for the final legislation 



Yours 



Spr.tir 



140 



2? APR 1998 
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FOI and Unidentified Aerial Phenomena 
30 Jan 1997 

INext submission (by date) I Previous Submission 
(by date)) Index of submissions 



FOI AND UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA 



Allow me to introduce myself. My name isElg5iBBffKflll»r»< my 

PhD is in Chemistry, it was conferred upoffieTy&etertinivereity in 
1996. I am a Member of The Royal Society of Chemistry and a writer far 
Quest Magazine. I spend a lot of my spare time researching the MoCs 
history with respect to Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP), the bulk of 
my information comes from historically authenticated documents held in 
The Public Record Ofjce. 



HitDTOKSOW? 

i" ' ,.m: ' wi 
r .4.' vsi 




It is clear from my researches that advanced aerial craft with design and 
performance parameters far outstripping our own state of the art 
engineering have on occasion penetrated our airspace. My enquiries 
have also clearly demonstrated that successive governments In the UK 
have failed to share this information with the people. 

do not make this claim lightly, further into this discussion you will see an 
article on the West Freugh Incident of 1937 which I have included for 
illustrative purposes. I regret using such an old example; however, you 
will appreciate, the MoD does not make a habit of broadcasting these 
incidents and obtaining information of subsequent sightings by trained 
observers (eg pilots) is both time consuming and expensive. 

A cursory glance at Hansard Parliamentary abstracts will clearly 
demonstrate that incidents like West Freugh are still occurring (eg 
24.7.86, col 424, written answers; 17.10.98, cols 1092-1094, wntlEn 
answers) and that the MoD still will not publicly acknowledge these 

incursions. 



I applaud the comments in the FOI White Paper (Cm 3818) Stating that- 

1. Unnecessary secrecy in government leads to arrogance in 
governance and defective decision- making. The perception of 
excessive secrecy has become a corrosive influence In the decline of 
pubBc confidence in govonjment Moreover, the climate of public opinion 
has changed: people expect much greater openness and 
accountability from government than they used in. 

2. The purpose of the [FOI] Actwill be to encourage more open and 
accountable government by establishing a general statutory right of 
access to official records and information. 

3. The Act will have a far broader scope than other openness 

measures in government. It will cover.- 
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^ Nationalised Industries, Quangos and the UK Atomic Energy Authority 

■The National Hearth Service mrnurara* 
■The Public Service Broadcasters 
Local Authorities 

■Administrative functions of Courts, tribunals, Police and Police 

Authorities 

the Armed Forces 

Good as these proposals are, it is a shame that Intelligence Services are 
exempt from the Act since it is clear from the West Freugh article how 
!H e KS r !. ctDrate of lntel «3 en< * Played a significant role in dealing 
with unidentified aenal phenomena In me 1 950s. We also know as fact 
that there is/ or was a specialist military division which cast an expert eye 
over UFO Reports, as part of its normal duties concerned with the air 
. defence of the UK. This specialist division, known as Air Intelligence 
Technical Branch 5b, came into existence around about 1962 according, 
to a Memo in PRO File AIR 2/1S918. «*«»umn 

Whilst i appreciate a lot of intelligence related work is vital for our 
National Security and agree in principle with the need for secrecy here I 
feei extending this kind of secrecy to UAP-related incidents is 
unnecessary-it certainly undermines my confidence in Government I 
also believe a large number of academic and industrial institutions would 
welcome some form of acknowledgment by the Government on the 
existence of unidentified craft with superfluous design and performance 
mis would create tremendous research opportunities and whilst there is 
no evidence of extraterrestrial involvement, certainly the inferences to be 
drawn would, I feel, help bring the nations of Earth closer together, 

I think we could improve on the Act by making some epedfio clauses 
dedicated to UAP.- 

1 .Since the Act is going to cover the armed forces, I would suggest that 
whenever our armed forces encounter an unidentified craft that displays 
JSSEiSS SfSlITJI? cn 5 a <*erisfcs clearly in excess of cutting edge 
technology, that the information be fed to the public by means of a 
televised press conference. The Press Conference should give full 
details of radar returns, size, shape, speed, flight characteristics etc of 
„l ^ l ™" tlfi ^ raft - 1 note tnat a PQ was raised to this effect-Hansard 
(18.12.96, col 628, written answers). I think the answer given to this 
question was illustrative of the breathtaking arrogance of our former 
Government 

2. 1 would forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces when 
eneountenng such craft as outlined in 1 . above should also share the full 
and uncensored details with relevant scientific bodies in the UK such as 
The Royal Astronomical Society and The Royal Society of Chemistry. 

3 I also strongly believe that certain science orientated matters that are 
clearly in the public interest, especially those related to Public Health 
and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain politicians) 
should not be the subject of any form of extended closure and that all 
such documentation currently held under extended closure should be 
released forthwith. These to include diseases (eg BSE), chemical and 
radioactivity-related illnesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , human guinea 
pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloo Bridge) and 
miscellaneous (to Include all military/intelligence reports on UAP). 

4J would also strenuously advocate legislation that would allow for the 
establishment of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of 
search and interview. These commissions would be made up of 
professional people from all walks of life (Banisters, Police Officers 
Scientiste, Doctors) who though initially signatory to The Official Secrete 
Act could forcefully recommend that issues be bought out into the Public 
Domain ff It was clear that their extended closure was not in the Public 
interest. 
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N>V«»i.d™«» ! y.<^.uM,t«l/ a »bmi»i™ 24,^ 

Incident at West Freugh 

Cast your rrwd back ifyou will to Thursday 4thADril 1957 t™b.™ 
of PM. .North End FC had just been vo£d FoXl « rf 
the recently elected MacMillar, Government had £Z to 
concteston that the sun was setting on the British Empire C—entfv 
rt was announced «, tne day that there was going to be a SS 
in the defence policy of the UK, more reliance was going tol* pared 
on a nuclear deterrent and large cut backs would be mad* in 
conventonal forces; especially those serving overseas The world was 
also becoming a dangerous place to live as Britain was one month faL 
boding first W-Somb over the Pacific and We utlf? ^£?ut to 

KELT" m , * ha " deVBl0p4d ,0ns ra "9 B «PaK 
delivenng nuclear warheads. oi 

con,ua u on 0V8rlhe defsnce cuts, it was small wonder that 
[itUe atfeniion was being focused on incredible events that weT 
happenilig near Stranraer in South West Scotland. On the momlno of 

? d jl operators atth f Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trials Cni West 
ThLT-SI. ^. Up f UI,USUB| ^P " 8 * f™m an almost staflonary 

ealscalloch. AHhough its range remained appreciably constant for ahnnt 
ten minutes, its height appeared to alter frorn [about 50 W Hoi moo 
,?„t < i^?« d radar . was °" verified this return as the 

uniderrtjfied flyino object was detected at the same range end I hefaht 

and the information was obtained in the form of polar 3* 
JS^f eomerte<1 10 aive plan position indication ami were 

Sl X™^ unidentified object was tracked on the ^7 
table ana after ten minutes, t moved in a north-easterly direcfionwlh a 
gradual .nereaae in speed (70mpri groundspeed at HOOoS Further 
confirmation of the unidentified object came from a radarsK IZto 
n^S/™" ^i 8 ?" * ■*** ^ equioped with simt? 
hegnvposition monitoring equipment. After the radar return had traveled 
about twenty miles, it did a sharp turn and proceededSa 
south-easterly direction whilst increasing its speed The Balscailnrh 

white the other steton tracked four objects at 14,000 feet and 4 000 
yards, line astern from each other. The Batscalloeh radar also nicked uo 
ffiese returns. It was noted by the radar operator thaT So" stos^S?, P 

aircraft in fact they considered that the size was nearer a ship^To 

IS, d a E u™ B 9f ; » mber . * m °""> marked SECRET had been Issued 
SeSted ° 11 Gr ° UP "** " W1,M *' t *-W»f51 

oil'! »* =PP ,oeiat «< »**ho P"Wfc attach more credence to reports bv 
essentel that the information should be examined at Air Minbtty an I mat 

£^-o3£»^ I*"™** A " -P«* are, therefore to bf 
=rl^S 7 CONRDENTIAL and personnel are to be warned that thev 
are notto communicate to anyone other man official persona any 

mS te I S, eSe - Stand L nB S! t)efS - B appears ** E «»*9 Standard 
must have goften a handle on the story as a reference wis made to 
West Freugh in the Saturday edition (6th April). It vwukf™ em tha\ the 
newspaper's Air Reporter was told an Air Mnls^s^Ssmanlnit th* 
radarr^mswereatWr^bteto^^ 

7 
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sent up from Aldergrove airfield in Northern Ireland. This rather 
mundane explanation seems to have been accepted, the reporter had 
his story and the case was to all intents and purposes closed. The 
Evening Standard was not the only newspaper to have reported a UFO 
that Saturday for The Daily Sketch quite sensationally had obtained a 
photograph of a UFO from a 25-year-old cabinet maker called Reginald 
Queree. He had taken the picture at his home at First Tower, Jersey and 
the tabloid's "photographic experts" were absolutely convinced as to Its 
authenticity. You can imagine the embarrassment felt by the tabloid 
editor when told that the Jersey photograph was not authentic and on 
Monday, 8th April 1957, The Daily Sketch published a small paragraph 
stating that the "flying saucer" was in fact a fake and had been 
constructed of cardboard and silver paper suspended from a clothes 
line. Mr Queroe confirmed that he took the photograph some months 
prior to going public and was waiSng until someone else reported 
"something strange in the sky", he also wanted to demonstrate how easy 
It was 10 "false" a photograph of a flying saucer. It would seem that the 
Daily Sketch missed out on another major exclusive, namely, the 
apparent clairvoyant skills of the First Tower Snapper. He would have 
had to have given the newspaper the photograph and story by about a 
1 0.00 pm deadline on Friday tneSfd April - The Evening Standard did 
not publish until Saturday 6th April I It is apparent from historically 
authenticated Public Record documents that The Deputy Directorate of 
Intelligence (Technical) took a rather unusual interest in this particular 
faked story although ) would not like to speculate upon the reasons for 
this. Suffice to say, it will be interesting to see the full intelligence dossier 
on the Daily Sketch article and the background of "Mr Queree* if, and 
when Britain's Intelligence Files are released from this particular era (If I 
am still around, I will be visffing the Public Record Office for these 
answers in 2057 I). 

Returning now to the West Freugh incident, it would be interesting to see 
what the Deputy Directorate of IntelSgence thought of mis. In a report 
dated the 30th April 1957 (Ref. DDI (Tech)/C.290V3/, the following 
observations were made - 
It is deduced from these reports that altogether five objects were 
detected by the three radars. At least one of these rose to an altitude of 
70,000 feet white remaining appreciably stationary in azimuth and range. 
All of these objects appeared to be capable of speeds of about 240 
mph. Nothing can be said of physical construction except that mey were 
very effective reflectors of radar signals, and that they must have been 
either of considerable size or else constructed to be especially good 
reflectors. 

There were not known to be any aircraft in the vicinity nor were there any 
meteorological balloons. Even If balloons had been in the area these 
would not account for the sudden change of direction and the 
movement at high speed against the prevailing wind. 

Another point which has been considered is that the type of radar used 
is capable of locking onto heavily charged clouds. Clouds of this nature 
could extend up to the heights in question and cause abnormally large 
echoes on me radar screens. It Is not thought however that this incident 
was due to such phenomena (author's note.- clouds, like balloons would 
also be unlikely to move against prevailing winds at high speed). 

It is concluded that the Incident was due to the presence of five objects 
of unidentified type and origin . ft is considered unlikely that they were 
conventional aircraft, meteorological balloons or charged clouds. 

It is interesting to note that observation 2 states that there were no 
meteorological balloons In the vicinity at the time in question which 
contradicts the version of events given to The Evening Standard by an 
Air Ministry spokesman. Was this a blatant cover-up of the facts ? 
Certainly the Deputy Directorate or intelligence were unhappy that the 
radar incident toll into the hands of the press and this is alluded to in a 
secret memo (Ref DDI (Tech)/S290fl. However, even more damning 
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were the draft notes prepared for Mr George Ward, The Secretary of 
State for Air. A Parliamentary Question was tabled by Mr Stan Awberry 
a Labour MP for one of the Bristol constituencies on Wednesday 1 7 
April, 1957 (Hansard, col 206). The question read.- 

To ask the Secretary of State for Air, what recent investigations have 
been made into unidentified flying objects; what photographs have been 
taken; and what reports have been made on the subject. 

Extracts from the Ministerial notes prepared for George Word reod.- 

3. The Ministry of Supply Bombing Trials Unit at West Freugh 
Wigtownshire reported a radar sighting made on 4th April of an object 
which was tracked 36 minutes, continually increasing in speed whilst 
losing height. Enquiries so far made reveal that that no service or 
commercial aircraft was in the vicinity at the time, it is possible that the 
object was a private aircraft, and enquiries on this point are still being 
made. The object could not have been a bailoon since it was moving 

against the wind. 

4. A reference to this report was contained in the "Evening News" and 
"Evening Standard" on 6th Apm {cutting attached). If S. of S. is asked 
questions on this point, it is suggested that the reply should be on the 
following Imes:- 

That report is still being investigated, and the cause has not yet been 
established. It may well have been a private aircraft." 

You will notice from these draft notes that the Minister was not informed 



The size of the object 
The appreciable height 
The fact that it was hovering 

Also, no mention was made of objects ; was there a cover-up ? 
Certainly if you consider the witholding of information from a 
Government Minister and the blatant misrepresentation of facts to the 
press as a cover-up then clearly, this is indeed the case. 

I have given several talks on the West Freugh case, and lime after time 
people have said to me that surely there must be a more mundane ' 
down to earth explanation for this incident. As a scientist, I would tend to 
agree with Occam's Razor that ail things being equal, the Simple 
explanations are most likely to be the best answers, tt is easy to explain 
UFOs with everyday objects such as clouds, conventional aircraft, 
weather balloons and such like, so, let us consider the aliernatives.- 

Helicopters.- 1 agree that helicopters can hover and reach speeds in 
excess of 290 mph; however, in 1957, helicopters were an emerging 
technology and I am certainly not aware of any, even today lhat could 
reach a height of 70,000 feet. 

Clouds/weather balloons.- No. these do not move against prevailino 



Powered Airship.- 1 think 290mph is a little excessive as is 70,000 ft. 

Meteorites/bollards.- These do not fly in formation or change direction 
and are very susceptible to the laws of gravity 

Flock of birds.- i do not know of any birds that can fly at 70,000 ft 

Harrier Jump Jet- There may well have been harriers prototypes about 
rn 1 957: however, I dont think the service ceiling of the harrier exceeds 
40,000 ft and it certainly would not give a radar return the size of a ship 
(note.- in an interview with Sir Ralph Noyes, Jenny Randies was tokJ that 
the West freugh returns were more akin to battleships !). 

U2 Spyplane.- Although this gave a large radar return, it would have 
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been incapable of giving a stationary one. 

Applying Occam's Razor, the simplest explananon Is that this was clearly 
a case of an unidentified craft with design and performance 
characteristics well in excess of the then state of the art technology 
Indeed it would be difficult even now, for an aircraft to emulate the radar 
returns taken at West Freugh on that day in 1957 Let us be honest 
about this, any powered cratt that hovers from 30,000 to 70,000 feet, 
changes direction and speed has to be under intelligent control. 
Omerwise the object would fall down to Earth with a resounding thud, 
understand the laws of gravity are very stringent on this point. 

I must stipulate thatthfe article is not one of speculation but of fact based 
on historically authenticated documentation. The source matenal is held 
in Res AIR 2079320, AIR 20/9321 and AIR 20/9444 obtained from 
WlMdOlK K*W (Telephone 01813783444). Puttng It into to 
proper perspective, the incident at West Freugh is just as much part of 
our national ^.ritage as The Spannish Armada, The Magna Carta or 
The Suffragette Movement and it is for this reason that we must start 
taking the whole UFO issue extremely senously. 

Is West Freugh the only evidence I have to offer, certainly not. Consider 
for example The RAF Topdiffe Inddent.- 

Flt Lt J Kilburn and five of his associates observed a Gloster Meteor 
descending at 500 feet at RAF Topcl'rffe in Thirsk, Yorkshire dunng 
Operation Mainbrace. The time was 7.1 Opm and the date was 1 9 
September 1 952. a UFO was seen approximately 5 miles astern at 
aPWOX 15000 feet and described as circular and silver in colour, it was 
moving at a slow speed on a similar course to the Meteor and then 
began a descent swinging in a pendular moton not too dissimilarto that 
ofa falling sycamore leaf. The descending Meteor had turned towards 
Dishforth and the UFO, whilst still descending, appeared to follow suit. 
The pendulous motion then ceased and the object initiated a rotary 
motion about an axis perpendicular to its horizontal plane before 
dissappearing in a westerly direction and turning on a ^.f^ r| y 
bearing The observers stated that its movements were not identifiable 
with anything that they had seen in the air and acceleration was in 
e^assof that of a shooting star. The duration of the incident was 1 5 to 
Sends (Source. File AIR 1671199, FltUJ Kilbum s Memo to 
Coastal Command Det., RAF. Available from Public Record Office, 
Kew) 

In conclusion, I hope that I have persuaded participants within this 
exercise in democracy to 

1 Respectfully ask that whenever our armed forces encounter an 
unidentified craft that displays design and performance characterteacs 
clearly in excess of cutting edge technology, that the information be fed 
to the public by means of a televised press conference. The Press 
Conference should give full details of radar returns, size, shape, speed, 
fright characteristics etc of the unidentified craft. 

2 Respectfully and forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces 
when encountering such craft as outlined in 1 . above should also share 
the full and uncensored details with relevant scientific bodies in the UK 
such as The Royal Astronomical Society and The Royal Society of 
Chemistry. 

3 Respectfully and forcefully request that certain science orientated 
matters that are clearly In the public Interest, especially those related to 
Public Health and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to CBrtam 
politicians) should not be the subject of any form of extended closure 
and that all such documentation currently held under extended closure 
should bo released forthwith- These to include diseases (eg BSE), 
chemical and radioactivity-related Illnesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , 
human guinea pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloo 
Bridge) and miscellaneous (to include all military/intelligence reports on 
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UAP). 

4 Respectfully and strenuously advocate legislator, that would allow ^for 

search and interview. Those commissions would be made up of 
SmiSS from all walks of life (Barkers Pdiee Officer 

Doctors) who though initially signatory to The Official Secrete 
fSSSaSSSS wcommendthatisV.ee be bought out into the Public 

Interest. 

TkA airfhnr nff this article can be contacted at 
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Fol CONSULTATION EXERCISE 



1. In a series of written PQ answers on 1 April (copy attached), 
the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster said that during the 
recent public consultation exercise 557 responses were received. 
The PQ answer goes on to mention that a paper copy of the full set 
of responses is available from the Cabinet Office. Has DOMD 
acquired a copy of this document to see what comments might have 
been made about the MOD? If you have it would be most useful if 
I could have a copy of any of the responses which touch upon the 
subject of "UFOs". 
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W support officer in deciding whether 'hey ^ 
WbLlly resident and therefore whether the Ctuld 
Support Agency has jurisdiction. 

Mr. Hinchlilfe: To ask the Secretary of State for Social 
Security how many representations she ha . received , tan 
on. Members on CSA matters i" each month * nee 1 May 
1997; and how many representations the Chief Executive 
has received in the same period. 

Mr. Keith Bradley: The information is set out in the 
table. 

The number of letters received from lion, and right ^n.U«f" s 
JbouTthe child support scheme for each g j^>g- 

Month 



:ial 
sue 
gal 

'85] 

195 
are 
the 
led 
the 
aid 
ion 
ort 
by 
ler 
:he 



Ministerial Chi£Exeaitive 



May 1997 
June 1997 
July 1997 
August 1997 
September 1997 
October 1997 
November 1997 
December 1997 
January 1998 
February 1998 



58 


411 


185 


698 


241 


928 


162 


581 


184 


549 


217 


837 


245 


713 


202 


634 


173 


687 


222 


739 



MINISTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO 
Millennium Dome 

process of the Dome and <c> the operation oMte 
Dome. 

Mr. Mandelson [holding answer ^T^lLion 
environmental statement was submitted to *e London 
Borough of Greenwich as part of the Milium 
IxperLce — a— mO«c£ U^Thc 

to—tion and operation. A draft ^ pta 
t0 meet this condition has been subm tied to the London 
BorouKh of Greenwich and consultations on it are 

Experience. 



DUCHY OF LANCASTER 
Freedom of Information 



,5 Mr Baker: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster if he will make a statement on the 

n" he has drawn from the consuitation on is 
freedom of information proposals. 1™ 



24 Dr Tony Wright: To ask the Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster what responses he has receive I to 
the White Paper on open government. W»l 
27 Mr. Paterson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster what representations he has rece.vrion 
freedom of information. 

Dr David Clark: Consultation on "Your Right to 
Know" drew over 550 responses. The ^ overall reaction 
to our proposals was very positive, as the hen. Members 
will see if they study the material in the Library. I am 
Considering detail points from the consultation » 
preparing a draft Freedom of Information Bill. 

21. Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Chanceta of 
the Duchy of Lancaster what is his proposed date for the 
introduction of Freedom of Information legislation. [358231 
22 Mr. Hanson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster when he expects to publish the Freedom of 
Information Bill. 

Dr. David Clark: I expect to publish a draft Bill later 
in The year, which will continue the consultation proc s 
started with the White Paper Your Right to Know. In the 
gtt of comments on this 1 ; a Bill will be introduced into 
Parliament as soon as the legislative timetable permits. 

Dr. Kumar: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster what response he has received to the 
coSauon exercise he held on the Government Wh, 
Paper, Your Right to Know. i- 

Dr. David Clark: I am delighted to say that the 
consultation exercise on the Government s Freedom of 
Information White Paper, Your R.ght to Know, received a 
ver^ood response with some 557 replies received from 
a wide variety of individuals and organisations, as shown 
in the breakdown in the table. The great majority of he 
comments we received, even where they suggested 
cZgefor expressed disagreement with some aspects 
were to Svour of the fundamental content and broad 
Irection of our proposals. This shows the wide support 
"tftor legislation , of the sor, ™ 
Manifesto, and set out in detail in the White Paper. 

Although the consultation period formally ended on 
28 February, many responses were still coming at the 
stage and in the interests of full inclusiveness and 
fairness we have included in our analysis as many replies 
Is ^Sote which were received after the end of February. 

I am pleased to report that 172 (or 31 per cent.) of the 
reph'Twere made by e-mail and 48 of these -plies came 
via the internet site set up for an open discuss on of the 
orooosals by UK Citizens' Online Democracy (UKCOD) 
S *e support of the Cabinet Office. This shows . e 
important role information technology can play in 
consultation exercises of this type. 

I am today placing in the libraries of the House a list 
of those responded (except where they ^ requesed 
anonymity) and copies of the responses received (except 
C those respondents who wished their comments to 
irconficfential). The apparently substantia numto 
of replies requesting anonymity or confidential.! very 
lareelv consists of responses concerning the Animals 
&r*ocedures) Act 1986 made 
under the Act. Replies of this sort made up 100 ot the 
1 17 responses in these categories. 
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" # In addition to being placed in the libraries of the House, 
.:^he responses are also being placed on the Internet and 
|$will shortly be available for viewing and downloading on 
£ the Internet. There is a direct link from the FOI Unit home 
page — http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm — to 
the UKCOD site where the submissions are posted — 
http://foi.democracy.org.uk.html/submissions.index.html. 
A^^^fl^rM fee fuH set of responses is available from 

The consultation exercise has been extremely valuable 
in focusing public attention on our proposals for Freedom 
of Information. I am now considering the main points 
arising from the consultation, and how we will need to 
take account of them in preparing a draft Bill for 
publication later this year. That publication will, in itself, 
mark a further major stage in the consultation process. 

The breakdown of responses by category is: 





Tola! 








number of 


Responses 


On-line 




responses 


by e-mail 


discussion 


Individuals 


160 


103 


38 


Business 


65 


11 


2 


Media 


6 


1 





Academics 


59 


14 





Charities, Lobby Groups and 








Campaign Group 


82 


21 


4 


Members of either House 


5 








Public Authorities 


152 


15 


1 


Members of [he European 








Parliament 











Others • 


28 


7 


3 


Totals 


557 


172 


48 



Ministerial Residences 

17. Mr. Tyrie: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster how much has been spent in total to refurbish 
official residences and offices of members of the Cabinet 
since 1 May. [35819] 

Mr. Kilfoyle: My right hon. Friend the Chancellor of 
the Duchy of Lancaster is not responsible for expenditure 
on all Government Ministers' residences and offices. My 
right hon. Friend the Prime Minister made clear on 
9 February, the cost of maintaining and refurbishing 
Ministerial residences for 1997-98 which is estimated at 
£1.1 million. Information on the cost of refurbishing 
departmental offices of Cabinet Ministers is not held 
centrally. 

Arms Exports 

18. Ann Clwyd: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster if information on the United Kingdom 
suppliers of the components of chemical and biological 
weapons exported to Iraq would be available under his 
proposed freedom of information legislation. [35820] 

Dr. David Clark: All requests for information falling 
within the scope of the proposed Freedom of Information 
Act will be considered against the access provisions of 
the Act. 
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Mr. Evans: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster what plans he has to increase efficiency j n 
Government Departments. [35821] 

Dr. David Clark: We are working to the target that 
by 2002, one quarter of the public's dealings with 
government can be done electronically — through 
television, telephone or computer. This should result i n 
better quality, more cost effective government services. 

European Commission Documents 

20. Helen Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster what plans he has to press for the greater use of 
plain language in European Commission documents during 
the United Kingdom presidency. [35822] 

Dr. David Clark: Using plain language is important if 
the European Commission is going to communicate 
effectively with the citizens of Europe. British linguists in 
the Commission's translation service are holding a 'Fight 
the Fog' campaign to encourage the use of plain language 
by the Commission's authors and translators. The UK 
Government are fully supporting this work. Plain 
language is also vital in legislation so that citizens and 
business can know what is required of them. As 
Presidency, the UK is working with the Commission, 
European Parliament and other Member States on an 
initiative to improve the quality of drafting of EU rules. 

Print Media 

23. Mr. Kirkwood: To ask the Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster when he next proposes to meet 
the civil servants' unions to discuss the Government's 
relationship with the print media. [35825] 

Dr. David Clark: I met with the General Secretaries 
of the Council of Civil Service Unions on Wednesday 
25 March as part of a regular series of meetings to discuss 
key issues affecting their members. The Government's 
relationship with the print media is not an issue that has 
been raised. 



Electronic Information 

25. Mr. Miller: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster what steps he has taken to permit individuals to 
supply information electronically to Government. [35827] 

Dr. David Clark: I intend to publish later this year 
a White Paper on Better Government, which will set 
out in more detail ways in which IT will enable 
individuals to supply information to the Government 
electronically. As a prelude to this, last December 
I launched the Intelligent Form project, which converts 
what were once six paper forms on notification of 
self-employment into one electronic form, and in so 
doing enables individuals to supply several departments 
with information simultaneously via the Internet. 

Regulatory Process 

26. Mr. Casale: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster what representations he has received from 
his European counterparts on the reform of the regulatory 
process. [35828] 
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MISSING ENCLOSURES PLACED OH FILE D/SEC(ASy/12/2/l PT A 

1. A close examination of the enclosures on this file 
and closed files recalled from MOD archives has confirmed that 
many enclosures have been removed from their original location 
The full details of the enclosures placed on D/Sec(AS)/12/2/l 
as follows: 



Fin c* no 








E132 


LI/ UOO/ JL U / £U3 


par 




E2 


— n/TlQft /1 (1 /9(1Q 


part 


TT 

Ej 


E12 1 


— n/nQR/in/9nQ 

ij/ JJoo/ J. U / ZU; 


part 


Cj 


E122 


— n /nQQ /i n Zona 
u/ uo 0/ z u y 


part 




E159 


d/ uo 0/ luy z uy 


part 


IT 


E180 


Ly uoo/ ± u / z u y 


part 




El/1 


u/uots/ i u / z u y 


part 




E2 


T-i Moo /i n /OAQ 

D/ Da a / 1 u / z u y 


part 


F 


E6 


— n /ncQ /1 n Zona 
ij/doo/ 1 u / z u y 


part 


TT 
2 


IiU J 


D/Dbo/ ±u/zuy 


part 


F 


H O *i 


n /nco /l n /TflG 

U/L/oo/lU/zuy 


part 


F 


HOD 


n /npo /1 n /TflQ 

ij/uoo/ iu/zuy 


part 


F 


HDD 


u/ljoo/ iu/ z uy 


part 


F 


tr 7 /1 

Cj D / / 1 


n /noo /i n / t n □ 

u/ubo/ iu/ z uy 


part 


F 


E67/2 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E68/1 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E73 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E75 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E81 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E82 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E83 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E84 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E85 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E86 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E87 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E88 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E89 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E90 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E91 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E95 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E96 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E97 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E98 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E100/1 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E100/2 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E101/2 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E104 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 


E113 


- D/DS8/10/209 


part 


F 




E6 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E7 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E8 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E9 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E10 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E12 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E13 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E14 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E15 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E16 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E24 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E25 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E47 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E48 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E79 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E80 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E87 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E88 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E89 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E90 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E91 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E92 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E94 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E96 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E97 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E98 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E99 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E104 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E105 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E108 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E109 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E114 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E115 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E125 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E126 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

E127 - D/DS8/1O/209 part G 

E128 - D/DS8/10/209 part G 

2 Enclosures 2, 3, 9, 25 and 26 appear to have been removed 

from D/DS8/10/209 part H but that file has been destroyed and I 
unable to positively confirm this. 

3. This file (D/Sec(AS)/12/2/l part A) claims to have been 
opened as a registered file on 25 October 1982 This is not 
possible because Sec(AS) was not in being at that time. Sec M) 

was previously DS8 until late ■ 84/early '85. It is not possible to 
ascertain exactly when this file was created. 
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DDI Sec 

AD/DI55 (file copy) 

PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55 
References: 

A D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 3 Apr 98. 

B. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 7 Apr 98. 

C. D/DI55/108/15dated7Apr98. 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 27 Sep 95. 

1 . Following your References A & B, and my Reference C seeking advice, I have today agreed with DDI 
Sec a line to take in making a statement about the role of DI55. We note the previous statements made at 
Reference D (enclosed), which specifically links DI55 with interests in air defence matters. Accordingly, we 
are content for you to make the following statement: 

"DI55 is a branch -within the MOD which is concerned with scientific and technical intelligence in 
matters of air defence. " 

2. We are not prepared to be more specific than this about the function of DI55; in this respect the policy 
line taken by Mn(AF) in Oct 96 stands. Should you need to quote an exemption under the Code of Practice, 
it is: "la. Information whose disclosure would harm national security or defence". 

■ 



Section 4 



Wg Cdr 

Dissc 1 MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 1 



WH273A tf§n 40 SEC (AS) 2 

Enclosure: 20 APh iaao 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 27 Sep 95. { FILE 



UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 



LOOSE MINUTE 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
2i Sep 95 
DI55c - Wg Cdr 



on 40 



PUBLIC ACCESS TO OTP FILES - 0155 ASSOCIATION 

1. Thank you for your recent response D/DI55/108/15 to my 
minute of 25 Aug. 

Z. We accept your comments at para 3b and have recast our 
lines as follows: 

Our interest in reported "UFO" sightings is to 
establish whether what was seen might represent 
something which is of defence concern. 

As part of our assessment of reported sightings we 
copy such reports, as appropriate, to branches within 
the MOD which have an interest in air defence 
matters. DI55 is one such branch. 

The MOD does not undertake research into the "UFO" 
phenomena; we have not undertaken any such research 
and we only would if there were good reason for doing 
eo - io. evidence of potential defence interest. 

3. You will note that we only go as far as to confirm the 
existence of DI55 and that DI55 has an interest in air defence 
matters, both of which I hope you are content with. Other than 
this we tv: i ieve your comments about research are adequately 
covered in bullet 3 . 

4. I should be grateful if you could let me know if you are 
now content with our proposed lines. I shall then formally 
notify Hd CS<RM)1 that we are content lor the internal 
distribution of "UFO reports" to be revealed when the files are 
sent to the Public Records Office at the 3Q year point. 
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PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55 
References: 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 3 Apr 98 (Enclosure l). 

B. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 7 Apr 98 (Enclosure 2). 

1. At Reference A Sec(AS)2 seeks a statement on DI55's role for public release. After a telecon in 
which I stated that I believed it not to be our policy to disclose the specific responsibilities of DIS branches, 
Reference B was faxed, which changes the request to confirmation of a line which was taken in reponse to 
a PQ in Oct 96. Research into my files of previous requests of a similar nature has unearthed only one piece 
of correspondence, in which it was stated that reported UFO sightings are copied to branches within MOD 
having an interest in air defence matters, and that DI55 was such a branch. 

2. I can't imagine that we have changed our line on this issue. However, I would be grateful for your 
confirmation or otherwise that the policy statement provided in Oct 96 stands. Also, Sec(AS)2a in her fax 
seeks reference to an exemption rule under the Code of Practice. Could you also advise on this aspect? The 
response is required by Sec(AS)2 by 17 Apr 98. 
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PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55 

1. E^HI^^KTSV i g currently drafting a response to a very 
persistent correspondent on the subject of 'unidentified flying 
objects'. In fending off detailed queries about DI branches she 
wants to include the following paragraph in her reply: 

"I am unable to provide any details about DSTI branches from 
1967 onwards or how they might have been reorganised. You 
will, I am sure, know that DI55 is responsible for " 

2. I should be grateful if you could fill in the gap with a few 
words describing DI55's general role in the MOD. I should be most 
grateful for a response please by Tuesday 7 April . . 
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We spoke. Grateful if you would confirm with DI Sec that the 
line highlighted in the attached paperwork, which was used by the 
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is the current DI line on such questions from the publxc. 

Under Open Government if we are withholding information we 
need to quote which exemption under the Code of Practice is 
applicable. Can they confirm which exemption applies. 
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PS For your info Sec (AS) coordinated the 30 odd ' UFO -related 
PQs tabled by Martin Redmond in Oct 96. The Min(AF) response was 
coordinated and cleared with DI Sec at the time. 



Classification: 
Caveat: 
Covering: 



7 



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE { ^ 

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A\|!HB 



Telephone 



Wing) 




MINISTW OF STATE FOR 
TUB ARMED FORCES 



October 1996 




Section 40 



; I am writing as promised in roy. answers of 17 October to 
your Parliamentary Questions (Official Report, col 1092, copy 
. . . attached) about the functions o£ a numb** of Defence Intelligence 

branches. . 

' it has been the policy of successive Governments not to 
provide information on the functions of ^^"JEL^^ST 1 * 
branches When this discloses the more recent nature of their 

duties . 

" I shall arrange for a copy of this letter to be placed in the 
library of the House. 
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PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55 



1 . ESlSlSj IWlE it J B i- s currently drafting a response to a very 
persis ten^cor respondent on the subject of 'unidentified flying 
objects'. In fending off detailed queries about DI branches she 
wants to include the following paragraph in her reply: 

"I am unable to provide any details about DSTI branches from 
1967 onwards or how they might have been reorganised. You 
will, I am sure, know that DI55 is responsible for " 

2. I should be grateful if you could fill in the gap with a few 
words describing DI55 ' s general role in the MOD . I should be most 
grateful for a response please by Tuesday^^Apr^U 
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D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
1 April 1998 



Chief Paper Keeper, MOD Archives 

1. Having looked through a closed file held in our office, it 
has been noted that some of the enclosures appear to have been 
taken from files now stored in archives . I would be grateful if 
you could forward the files (listed below) to this office so they 
can be double checked and a note inserted informing the reader 
where each enclosure has now been placed. 

Files required: 
D/DS8/10/209 part D 
D/DS8/10/209 part E 
D/DS8/10/209 part F 
D/DS8/10/209 part G 
D/DS8/10/209/1 part A 
D/DS8/10/209/1 part B 

For ease, our full address is: 

Sec(AS)2a 

Room 8245 

MOD Main Building 

Whitehall 

London 

SW1A 2HB 

2. If you require any further information, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. In advance, many thanks. 
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25 MARCH 1998 
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NDPB 


a 
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d 




/ S 


Advisory Committee on 












JPs in Lancashire, 












Greater Manchester 












and Merseyside 


192 


2 


27 





163 35 


Total 




— 6 


29 


7 


226 68 



1 1 member re-appointed from De-Regulation Task Force 

2 8 members re-appointed 

3 When the Committee on Standards in Public Life was established 
in October 1994, the Chairman and members were appointed for 
three years in the first instance. When those appointments expired 
in October 1997, five members of the Committee decided they did 
not wish to serve for a further term 

' Members only serve for an Administration and were re-appointed 

5 1 current member has been appointed Chairman 

Notes: 

a. Number of places on each NDPE 

b. Number of places at are currently unfilled on each NDPB 

c. The total number of members that have resigned since 1 May 
1997 

d. The total number that have retired since 1 May 1997 

e. The total number that have not had their contracts renewed since 
1 May 1997 

f. The total number that have remained in place since 1 May 1997 

g. The total number that have been appointed since 1 May 1997 



Freedom of Information 



Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster what financial provisions will be made 
available to public authorities to process applications for 
information, following the implementation of his Freedom 
of Information proposals. [35776J 

Dr. David Clark: Public authorities will be expected 
to allocate resources to fulfil their duties under the 
Freedom of Information Act from within overall 
expenditure ceilings. 

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster what figure he plans to set as a 
disproportionate cost or diversion of resources under the 
Gateway provisions of his Freedom of Information 
proposals. [35777] 

Dr. David Clark: We do not envisage the Freedom of 
Information Act specifying a fixed sum for what would 
amount to disproportionate cost or diversion of resources 
from other priorities. This would depend on the 
circumstances of the public authority concerned and 
the nature of the request. 

As proposed in the White Paper, Your Right to Know, 
a decision by a public authority not to provide the 
information requested on these grounds would be 
appealable to the Information Commissioner who would 
take account of other discretionary cost thresholds such 
as that for answering Parliamentary Questions. 



MINISTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO 

Millennium Dome 

Mr. Baker: To ask the Minister without Portfolio what 
evaluation was made of the option of using an 
air-conditioning system for the Millennium Dome 
powered by hydrocarbons. [35928] 

Mr. Mandelson [holding answer 24 March 1998]: The 
New Millennium Experience Company (NMEC) received 
no bids proposing the use of hydrocarbons during the 




procurement process for air chillej 
inquiries made by the NMEC sugge&l 
were reluctant to offer a hydrocarbon systenrtoT^ project 
of the scale and nature of the Dome. I also understand 
from the NMEC that hydrocarbons would require 
additional and more complex precautions to ensure 
optimum safety in a project the size of the Dome. 

Mr. Baker: To ask the Minister without Portfolio if 
he will list the sponsorship secured by contract for the 
Millennium Dome by 18 March giving in each case 
(a) the company or individual, (b) the amount and 
(c) details of undertakings given to sponsors in return for 
their sponsorship. [3593 t] 

Mr. Mandelson: I refer the hon. Member to the answer 
I gave to my hon. Friend the Member for Pontefract and 
Castleford (Ms Cooper) on 24 February 1998, Official 
Report, column 204. Negotiations on the contractual 
details are continuing in each case. 

Millennium Experience 

Mr. Simon Hughes: To ask the Minister without 
Portfolio what are the specifically Christian elements of 
the Millennium Experience. [36173] 

Mr. Mandelson: The New Millennium Experience 
Company is holding regular discussions, facilitated by the 
Archbishops' Officer for the Millennium, with 
representatives of the Lambeth Consultation Group. The 
purpose of these discussions is to ensure that the "Spirit 
Zone" of the Millennium Experience contains appropriate 
and inclusive references to Christianity and the Christian 
heritage of the United Kingdom. 



AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD 

EU Fisheries Council 

Dr. Ladyman: To ask the Minister of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food what was the outcome of the Fisheries 
Council held in Brussels on 24 March; and if he will make 
a statement. [36569] 

Dr. John Cunningham: I chaired the meeting of the 
Fisheries Council in Brussels on 24 March. My hon. 
Friend the Parliamentary Secretary, represented the 
United Kingdom together with my noble friend 
the Under-Secretary of State at the Scottish Office, 
Lord Sewel. 

The Council discussed the introduction of a ban on high 
seas drift nets. Views were divided. The UK, with a 
majority of other Member States, argued for the phasing 
out of such nets because of the by-catch problems 
associated with them, particularly by-catches of dolphins. 
Several Ministers opposed a ban. However, at the end of 
the discussion I was able to conclude that there was an 
expectation that there will be a qualified majority in 
support of a ban. This helps clear the way for a formal 
agreement before the end of June. In the meantime, the 
European Commission will prepare measures such as 
decommissioning or conversion, to be applied within 
existing funding provisions, for fishermen affected by the 
ending of drift netting for tuna, swordfish and other high 
seas species. 
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Subject: 
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Priority: 



1711 



AHB (RAF) HELD ' UFO ' FILES 



Reply Request [ ] 



Se proposed response to [«^HT^^W1 '"ouldn ' t be 
s fine by me. Our experience hasShown he doesn't 
listen to what he's told though anvwa^^^^^^ 
You'll be interested to know that Ifi^R^^^E?! brought all the 
S4(Air) files over here this mo rning c over ia^J 1974 and 75 - they 
didn't need asking twice!!!! OH5If 

Normal View Acknowledge [ * ] Attachments [ ] 



Delivery Acknowledge [ * ] 
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MORANDUM 



MOD Fori 
(Revised 5/8' 





From: AHB(4)RAF 




Date: 27 Mar 98 




Your Ref: D/Sec(AS)/64/1 


Our Ref: D/AHB/5/12 



Subject: Ex- S4f(Aih UFO FILES ARCHIVED BY AHB 



1. Further to yesterday's morning's Telecon I am transferring the attached 
S4f(Air) files to Sec(AS) as successor organisat^n^to£>^, and MoD focal point 
for UFO queries with the approval of Gp Capt BJ^Sf^C^fl^V' De P ut Y Head of AHB, 
The 1974 files will be due for review by CS ( Rm^ti^regg^^fn d the 1975 files in 
2000. Please sign the attached receipt, and make your own arrangements to 
transfer the files to CS(RM) when appropriate. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/Sec(AS)/64/H 
26 Mar 98 
Head of AHBfRAFl 
Copy to: 
AHB4 ( RAF ) 





1UNIDENTIFIED FLYIMG OBJECTS' FILES HET.D BY AHBfRftr" 

1. It came to my attention during a recent search for survivinq 
'UFO' report files from the mid 1970s that some files from this 
period are stored in your Branch. 

2. I spoke this morning to AHB4 ( RAF ) and asked if I could see a 
list of the files AHB(RAF) currently hold (this is attached for 
ease), in view of Sec(AS)2's responsibility for answering queries 
and correspondence on this subject of (unfortunately) ever 
increasing public interest, I believe it would now be more 
appropriate for these files to be held here. Having looked 
through them we may of course decide that it would be better for 
the files to be kept together with all the other archived 'UFO' 
report files at Hayes. 

3. I should be most grateful if you would consider transferring 
any 'UFO' report files with S4(Air) branch references held by 
AHB(RAF) back to Sec(AS)2. Incidentally, I do have a need to see 
the file starred on the attachment within the next week as I have 
a specific outstanding query from two members of the public on an 
incident which is alleged to have occurred in January 1974. 

4. I look forward to hearing from you in due course. 
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Text: 



Priority: Normal 
Reply Request [ ] 
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UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCEPPSS1FIED 



[)|TV^|.0poke a few weeks ago about missing "uap" files and I 
agreed Lo speak to my contact in AHB . 

I am advised by AHB they were [and for a few files still are] the 
custodians of the S4(Air) UAP files. Files for the period 19 64 
to 1973 have been passed to CS(RM). The years 64 to 72 have been 
assigned to PRO classes AIR 2 and 20.1973 awaits listing. 
Years 1974 to 1976 (June? ) will follow as and when review is 
due, currently at the normal 25 year point ie 1974 dur^ic^l 999 
(for release in 2005) etc. I hope this fills the gap? RJJIJfJ 
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Head of AHB t RAF) 
Copy to: 
AHB4(RAF) 

1 UHIDEHTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' FILES HELD BY AHB ( RAF ) 

1. It came to my attention during a recent search for surviving 
'UFO' report files from the mid 1970s that some files from this 
period are stored in your Branch. 

2. I spoke this morning to AHB4 (RAF ) and asked if I could see a 
list of the files AHB (RAF) currently hold (this is attached for 
ease). In view of Sec(AS)2's responsibility for answering queries 
and correspondence on this subject of (unfortunately) ever 
increasing public interest, I believe it would now be more 
appropriate for these files to be held here. Having looked 
through them we may of course decide that it would be better for 
the files to be kept together with all the other archived 'UFO' 
report files at Hayes . 

3. I should be most grateful if you would consider transferring 
any 'UFO' report files with S4(Air) branch references held by 
AHB ( RAF ) back to Sec(AS)2. Incidentally, I do have a need to see 
the file starred on the attachment within the next week as I have 
a specific outstanding query from two members of the public on an 
incident which is alleged to have occurred in January 1974. 

4. I look forward to hearing from you in due course. 
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(MEMORANDUM 



MOD Fontl^t 
(Revised 5/84} >> A 




To: Sec(AS)2 - EBSBBE 




From: AHB(4)RAF - 


Date: 26 Mar 98 




YourRef: * 


OurRef: * 



Subject: E y- S4«Airt UFO FILES ARCHIVED BY AHB 



1, Further to this morning's Telecon I attach a list of the relevant files. Those 
with PRO numbers in Air class 2 or 20 have been reviewed by cs(RM), though their 
release date/status may need to be checked. The remaining files covering 1974/5 
are still held by AHB. 



%M lift 



Rank/ C^O 
Appointment: * ^* 
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Loose Minute 

CS(RM)/4/6/37 

March 1998 

Sec(AS)2al 
DDI Sec 



Copy to: 

OMD(AD)(Management) 



A FURTHER LETTER FROftlfSHS 




|- UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL 


PHENOMENA (UAP) - SURVIVAL « 




IR INTELLIGENCE 



(TECHNICAL)5b PAPERS 



1 . Addressees will be all too familiar with 



s aiej of interest. 



2. His new letter, whilst seemingly accepting my earlier advice, raises the question of 
what happen to the information originally passed to AI((Tech)5b that "clearly will have 
survived in one form or another and possibly in another Department". 

2. Unless addressees have information to the contrary my draft reply again expresses the 
position about the fate of the information he believes the Ministry of Defence still holds. 



3. 1 would welcome comments by cop 3 April 1998. 
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MMSTRY OF DEFENCE 
SEC (AS) 2 

1 8 MAR 1998 

FILE jgjr~ 



DRAFT REPLY TO 




I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 14 February 1998 (sic) in response of my letter 
of 4 March 1998 again asking about intelligence-related records from more than 30 years 
ago relating to the UFO phenomena you believe are being held by the Ministry of 
Defence that would be useful to your research. 

The advice given in my earlier letters in response to your specific enquiry about the fate 
of AI(Tech)5b records explained that intelligence-related records are treated in the same 
way as other Ministry of Defence records. As with the AI(Tech)5b if the records you 
seek are not preserved amongst the more than 1 5,000 defence intelligence-related records 
at the Public Record Office they have not survived. 

As I explained in my last letter the White Paper on Open Government (Cm 2290), 
published July 1993 gives a good description of how the public records system works. I 
commend it to you. 
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14 February 1998 



Sectioi 



„ J 

MoD 

Metropole Building 
Northumberland Ave. 
LONDON 
WC2N SBL 



Dear 



Sectioi 



n40 



Thank you for your letter of 4th March reference CS(RM)/4/6/37 and please accept my profound 
apologies for going over ground we had already covered. 



Whilst I appreciate key UFO-related AI(T) 5b files are no longer available, the information that 
was passed onto them clearly will have survived in one form or another and possibly in another 
Department (egDCDS (I), DMSI, DISS, DSTI, JIC etc). For example, scientists in DSTI would 
have looked at similarities between the visual sighting at RAF Topcliffe in 1952 and drawn 
correlations with the physical radarscope evidence of Lakenheath in 1956 and Church Lawford 
in 1957. From the information gleaned, they would have prepared Identification/Specification 
briefing documents which I understand to be still in use today (based on actual testimony). There 
may also be a similar system in operation to that used by the Civil Aviation Authority which 
contains abstracts of each incident reported by commercial pilots held on a main database. 

Once again, under the terms of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information and 
in the spirit of the forthcoming Freedom of Information Legislation, is there anyone I can 
approach and appeal to for the release of this documentation on the grounds of its scientific value. 

I appreciate that I am going over ground we have already covered (albeit from a slightly different 
angle); however, I also think we can be very positive about this. For example, Sqdn Leader 
Humpston's memo in DEFE 31/1 19 clearly indicated the lack of resources available for DI55 and 
DSTI to carry out research into sightings. If the relevant Intelligence Dept put key TJFO-related 
details into the public domain, then these would act as a catalyst for further study in both industry 
and academia. One day, we could be grateful for those further studies. 
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DID WALDE GRAVE WORK? THE IMPACT ON O PFN GOVERNMENT 
UPON BRITISH HISTORY bv P R RICHARD ALDHTCH 

1. The attached article (rough proof only) is forwarded for information only. 
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RICHARD J. ALDRICH The University of Nottingham 



Did Waldegrave work? 
The Impact of Open 
Government Upon British 
History 




The Waldegrave Initiative on Open Government 

It is now almost exactly four years since the announcement of the 
Waldegrave Initiative on Open Goverment in July 1993.' The change of 
administration in May 1997 points to the probability of further revisions 
in the regime for the declassification of public records, perhaps with some 
sort of freedom of information legislation in the lifetime of the current 
parliament. Was the Waldegrave Initiative a signicant development which 
has materially changed our understanding of aspects of Britain's recent 

' Open Goivrnment , Government White Paper, July 1 L »3 Cmnd 2290. 



TuKMidh G-n/Hrv Btilisli llhltny. Vol. 9, No. 1, 199R, pp. (XI-CH1 
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past? Or was it a mere publicity, opportunity for government which in- 
volved major claims, accompanied by only marginal change? Did the pat- 
tern of declassification reflect the genuine needs and concerns of 
historians, or did departments merely take the opportunity to 'clean 
house' and rid themselves of overclassif ied files, some dating back to the 
1970s? This article addresses these questions by analysing the impact of 
the Waldegrave Initiative upon a range of recent research. 2 

It is perhaps worth observing at the outset that 'open government' and 
the accelerated declassification of historical materials does not stand alone 
as an isolated issue. Its context has been a much wider discussion about 
governance, transparency, information, and citizenship, and a wide range 
of initiatives across Whitehall and Westminster, including important 
developments in the legal regulation of the secret services. The inner 
nature of these changes has been vigorously contested. On the one hand, 
government press releases maintained that there had been nothing short 
of a major revolution, with the default setting of Whitehall now upon 
releasing, rather than withholding, information. This has been accom- 
panied by some startling changes, not least the Security Service (MI5) 
openly advertised for recruits in the pages of 77jl' Guardian in May 1997. 3 
On the other hand, these developments have been characterized as 
representing nothing more than a transition from the secrecy of the 
Thatcher era, to a more sophisticated form of active 'information control' 
for the 1990s prompted by a reluctant recognition that mechansims such 
as the European Court made some change inevitable.* 

Openness, or secrecy, relating to secret service issues has been at the 
centre of the debate over the Waldegrave Initiative. This is partly because 
a large proportion of the files withheld for more than thirty years has 
been retained because they contain material related to secret service, but 
also because William Waldegrave deliberately chose to make 'revelations' 
in the area of secret service history, and also current secret service prac- 
tice, a flagship element in the presentation of Open Government to the 
medial The Conservative government correctly presumed that revela- 
tions about even the most antiquated aspects of secret service would 

: Because of the survey nature of this article 1 am mure than unusually indebted to 
others who hove been kind enough to relate their experiences with open government 
materials to nie, and to point me in the direction of new literature which draws upon it. 
Notwithstanding this, the author must take full responsibility for the opinions expressed here. 

1 The Gutirilion, 20 May 1997. 

1 The most sophisticated version of this argument, drawing on an area of the sociology 
of knowledge which has been termed 'information control', can be found in Peter Gill, 
'Reasserting control: Recent Changes in the Oversight of the UK Intelligence Community', 
Intelligence and National Security, X\ (2), (19%), 313-31. 

' For example, in October 1993, William Waldegrave launched a booklet describing the 
xvork of the Joint Intelligence Committee in co-ordinating the activities of the secret services, 
Central Intelligence Machinery (London, 1.993) with a foreword by John Major. 
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guarantee healdines such as 'MI5 thrills historians by opening up its files' 
with each successive trance of material. There can be no doubt that the 
Waldegrave Initiative has enjoyed a good press, but was it justified? 6 



Intelligence History 

Unsurprisingly, it is upon the history of foreign intelligence and special 
operations prior to 1945 that the Waldegrave Initiative has had the most 
impact. There are several reasons for this. First, these sorts of materials 
represent the majority of hitherto closed files retrospectively released into 
the Public Record Office (PRO). Churchill's Ultra decrypts (HWl), 
specially selected for him from the work of Dletchley Park, alone repre- 
sent a class of several thousand files, with more to come. The Special 
Operations Executive (SOE), Britain's wartime sabotage organization, con- 
stitutes another important release (TIS1-4). Released region by region, 
its files will be eventually number over 10,000. There are also many single 
files retrospectively released into existing classes. Secondly, the recogni- 
tion in the 1980s that scholarly research on British intelligence history was 
possible, even pre-Waldegrave, resulted in the growth of a specialist body 
of historians who were then poised to descend on the new material as 
it arrived. Thirdly, the level of public interest in this area has ensured 
quick exploitation by journalists and popular historians as well as 
academics. The great volume of material released has ensured that its im- 
portance is only beginning to be explored. 

Two patterns of impact by the Waldegrave Initiative can already by 
discerned in the area of intelligence history. The first, and most radical, 
is upon subjects that are specialist and technical and, accordingly, weTe 
hitherto almost completely closed. The release of Ultra decrypt material 
is a good example. While Ultra resulted in a complete reshaping of the 
history of the Second World War as early as the mid-1970s, this reflected 
the impact of memoir literature and official history. 7 These sustained 
close analysis of this very arcane subject requires substantial quantities 
of core primary materials. Only with the gradual opening of the detailed 
files of Bletchley Park, its outstations, and collaborators have we seen the 
development of a substantial body of non-official Ultra-based history. The 
extent to which this new work has already begun to challenge official 
history on fundamental issues, such as the 'shortening' of the duration 

'• See most recently, 'MT5 thrills historians by opening up its files', The Stuuiiu/ Times, 
1.8 May 1997. 

7 Zara Steiner, 'Deception and its Dividends', Tiimv Literary Supplement, 7-1.3 December 
1990, pp. 1, 31.0. 



20th CENTURY BRITISH HISTORY VOL 9 NO 1 



PAPER 5 PAGE 4 



000 RICHARD J. ALDRICH 



of Second World War by Ultra, underlines the importance of this new 
work.* 

The second pattern concerns its impact upon broader subjects that were 
already partly open, such as the SOE. Because SOE was highly depen- 
dent upon the RAF and the Navy for transport, and were required to 
co-ordiante their plans (very imperfectly) with regional commands and 
the Foreign Office, many types of file have long abounded with SOE 
material. As a result, well-documented and authoritative non-official 
studies of SOE have been appearing in profusion since the mid-1970s. 
This process was accelerated after 1982 by the availability of a very large 
body of material from SOE's American partner, the OSS. Accordingly, 
the impact of the release of the new SOE material into the PRO has been 
different. New and intriguing aspects of this organization have been in- 
vestigated, and a fuller picture achieved, but there has been, as yet, not 
radical shift in our overall picture of SOE.'' 

There is also a continuity of practice here. In the 1980s historians worked 
'through' military and diplomatic files to discover otherwise 'dosed' SOE 
documentation. In the 1990s historians are working through newly 
released SOE files to open up the history of its still-closed British sister 
service, MI6 or the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS) during the Second 
World War. Here too, new debates have been ignited and old arguments 
re-examined. For example, the credibility of the picture of a bankrupt and 
broken SIS offered by Kim Philby in his controversial KGB-sponsored 
memoir My Silent War, has been at the centre of this discussion. Some 
former practitioners have long condemned this book as an unreliable 
product of Soviet propaganda, while non-official historians have come 
to the conclusion that the new material reveals a picture of SIS that was, 
if anything, worse than Philby's caricature. 1 " 

Beyond these two patterns, the release of Second World War secret ser- 
vice files under the Waldegrave Initiative has had a further, rather unex- 
pected, effect. Some intelligence historians are clearly attracted to their 
sxibject by the challenge of an awkward and inaccessible subject, of under- 
taking an intellectual puzzle wherein a number of pieces are missing. They 
are repelled by ordinary twentieth century diplomatic history because 

■ Ralph Bennett, Behind the Battle: Intelligence in Hie Win willi Germany. 1939-1945 (Lon- 
don, 1994), pp. xx-xxi. A limited quantity of detailed UHra material was released into the 
class DEFE 3 as early as the late 1970s, hut a great deal has only just been released and 
there is more to come. 

• For an example of new work on SOF see Martin Thomas, 'The Massingham Mission: 
SOF. in French North Africa, 1.941-1944', Intelligence and National Security. 11 (4), (1966), 
696-721. 

Robert Cecil, 'Philby's Spurious War', Intelligence <na! National Secunti/, 9 (4), (1.994), 
764-8; E. D. R. Harrison, 'More Thoughts on Kim Philby' My Silent War', Intelligence and 
National Securiht, 10 (3), (1995), 51.4-26; Richard J. Aldrich, 'The British Secret Intelligence 
Service (MI6) and the Pacific War', Male™ Asian Similes. 31 (4), (1.997). 
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such a high proportion of the records are readily available. Accordingly, 
as many more intelligence records are released for the Second World War, 
there are clearly some historians who will be dismayed by the super- 
abundance of files and who will transfer their attentions to more recent, 
still classified, events. 

There can be no denying that the Waldegrave Initiative has resulted 
in substantial change for intelligence history, but the extent to which it 
has brought radical revision remains unclear. Those who wish to minimize 
its importance point out that much of the material might have been ex- 
pected about now, at the fifty-year point, even under the previous regime. 
The fact that some bodies of Ultra material began to make their way to 
the PRO in the late 1970s supports this argument. Ambiguity even ex- 
tends to the more surprising release of some postwar intelligence materials 
such as 'Venona'. 11 

Venona' is the code-name for the KGB communications traffic decrypted 
by both GCT IQ and the Americans in the 1940s, leading to the initial ex- 
posure of members of the 'Cambridge Comintern': Kim Philby, Guy 
Burgess, Donald Maclean, Anthony Blunt, and John Cairncross. Much 
of it was recently released in the class TIW15. This is not material that 
historians would have expected to see before Waldegrave. Yet sceptics 
would argue that this release has not been motivated by a new British 
spirit of openness, but instead by pressure from GCTIQ's American part- 
ners, the National Security Agency. It has long been the case that 
documents unavailable in Britain could be obtained in the USA, and this 
has been studiously ignored by the authorities. But the internet has given 
this disparity a sharper edge. A large selection of the American 'Venona' 
material has been put on the NSA's worldwide web site in a way that 
would have been much more difficult for the UK to ignore. Perhaps the 
internet will act as an agent of 'globalization' in the area of declassifica- 
tion policy. 12 

The record is therefore patchy on British intelligence and it is not easy 
to cast up a satisfactory generalization. This is partly because Whitehall 
departments have continued their time-honoured tradition of interpreting 
the same guidelines differently and some are much more generous than 
others. Some have placed postwar materials of a genuinely new type into 
the PRO. The arrival of about 200 files generated by the MoD's Direc- 
torate of Scientific Intelligence during the early cold war, focused upon 
British efforts to look at Eastern bloc military science, is nothing short 

11 'Release of Records of GCIIQ: Signals Intelligence Relating to the Venona Project 
(HW1.5), 1 October 1996, PRO Press Pack. 

l; This argument is based on a number of una ttribu table conversations with officials in 
December 1.996. The NSA's website is available at http://w^vw.nsa.gov:80807docs/venona/ 
venona.html. 
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of a major breakthrough. 13 The same can be said of the release of the 
files of the British Military Mission or 'BRIXMIS' in the GDR, which 
engaged in massive legal and semi-legal surveillance of Eastern bloc 
military activities. 14 For the first time this has permitted the detailed 
study of intelligence operations at the front line of the cold war. 



Nuclear History 

One way in which the impact of new information can be measured is 
to focus upon events whose important commands universal assent, and 
then to try to establish how far our understanding of those events has 
been changed. In the field of nuclear history, the Cuban missile crisis con- 
stitutes one such landmark event. The Cuban missile crisis is especially 
interesting because (in common with Venona) it underlines the extent 
to which the Waldegrave Initiative does not stand alone, but is instead 
part of a vast global programme of archival disbursement. In 1994, almost 
before the Waldegrave Initiative had begun to take effect in Britain, British 
academics were surveying the extent to which our picture of the Cuban 
missile crisis had already been radically changed by 'glasnosf in Russia 
and American. New interpretations of the crisis have re-examined the 
relative importance of Cuba in Kruschev's decision to deploy the missiles; 
the thinking behind Kennedy's 'quarantine' of Cuba; the extent to which 
nuclear forces were placed on a 'hair trigger' at the height of the crisis. 
Perhaps most remarkably, new material has demonstrated the extent to 
which Kennedy, as well as Kruschev, retreated in the face of nuclear peril, 
offering secret assurances to the Soviets that US ]upiter missiles in Turkey 
would soon be withdrawn. It has now been admitted that the account 
of this latter issue was deliberately falsified in the published version of 
Kennedy's diary. 15 

Surprisingly, despite radical changes in our understanding of the in- 
ternational crisis, little has emerged from British materials released 
specifically under Waldegrave. Peter Boyle has had the most extended 
experience of the WaldegTave Initiative in this regard and has usefully 
quantified his experiences: 

When the British government papers for 1962 were opened in January 1993, 
17 documents remained closed in the file of the Prime Minister's Papers on 
the Cuban missile crisis . . . and 69 documents remained closed in the Foreign 

^ This materia!, deposited in DIUT3 41, is the subject of a major ongoing study by Paul 
Maddrell of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge. 

11 This material has been deposited in DEFE. The British Military Mission or 'BRIXMIS' 
has been the subject of a recent study by Tony Geraghty. 

11 Len Scott and Steve Smith, 'Lessons of October; historians, political scientists, policy- 
makers and the Cuban missile crisis'. International Affmw, 40 (4), (1994), 659-84. 
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Office files. In response to the author's requests . . . two of the closed 
documents in the Prime Minister's papers were opened and 32 of the closed 
Foreign Office documents were opened in July 1993. None of the documents 
. . . opened in July 1993, were of great significance. 

This enumeration underlines a further point. 1962 probably represents 
about the last year for which these sorts of comparative distinctions can 
be drawn about pre- and post-Waldegrave material. By 1993 files were 
being processed under the new guidelines, obviating the needs for 'special 
review'. 16 

By contrast, the experience for the history of the development of the 
British hydrogen bomb has been very different. Here the Waldegrave 
Initiative has not just opened up greater detail, it has also unleashed new 
controversies. As John Baylis recently remarked: 'The gradual opening 
up of British archives as the result of the Waldegrave "Open Govern- 
ment Initiative" in 1992, has spawned debate amongst nuclear historians 
about the British test programme in 1957 and 1958 and the claims by the 
government at the time to have developed thermonuclear weapons/ 
Some writers had gone so far as to suggest that the British nuclear deter- 
rent policy in the late 1950s was a huge bluff by the Macmillan govern- 
ment which sought to convince, not only the Soviets, but also the 
Americans, that Britain was much further ahead than she really was. The 
Waldegrave Initiative has also had the most pleasing effect of further en- 
couraging official and non-official nuclear historians to interact, not least 
on the H-bomb issue. Gone are the days when official historians 
manifested themselves only momentarily at conferences, coyly refused 
to answer some questions, and then vanished before coffee-time. 17 

The divergent experience of historians with the Cuban missile crisis and 
the British nuclear tests in 1957 and 1958 serves to underline Simon J. 
Ball's observation that there are broadly two types of defence history that 
are addressed by the Waldegrave Initiative. The first type consists of major 
issues and the broad outlines of policy. These are already to some degree 
self-evident and the abundance of open material both archival and other- 
wise ensures that these subjects can be approached successfully without 
the help of 'special review'. This is reinforced by the time-honoured prac- 
tice, common to many fields, of trawling low-level files in a successful 

'* Peter G. Boyle, 'The British Government's View of the Cuban Missile Crisis', Contem- 
porary Record, 1.0 (3) (1.996), 36. On the British perspective see also Gary D. Uawnsley, 'How 
Special is Special? The Anglo-American Alliance During the Cuban Missile Crisis', Contem- 
porary Record, 9 (3} (1.995), 536-601. 

" John Baylis, "TTte Development of Britain's Tti emu > nuclear Capability 1954-61.: Myth 
or Reality?', Contemporary Record, 8 (1), (1.994), 1.59-174; Katherine Pine, 'Art or Artide? The 
Need for and Nature of the British Hydrogen Bomb 1954-8', Contemporary Record, 9 (37), 
(1995), 562-85. The debate was triggered by Norman Do m bey and Eric Grove, 'Britain's 
Thermonuclear Bluff, London Revim of Books, 22 October 1992. 
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attempt to glean material withheld elsewhere. The second type consists of 
narrow subjects such as the more operational and technical aspects of nuclear 
history, which are much more impermeable and would be much more dif- 
ficult to pursue without the possibility of requesting declassification. The 
historical project on the command and control of British nuclear weapons, 
currently underway at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, is a good 
example of this second category, making extensive use of special review. 18 

Accordingly, there are strong parallels in the fields of nuclear history 
and intelligence history. Wider aspects of these subjects, which are inte- 
grated into mainstream policy, have always been fairly accessible and here 
Waldegrave represents no more than a welcome improvement at the 
margins. But there are other more specific projects that would have been 
difficult to initiate without the Waldegrave Initiative. 

Nuclear historians must, however, contend with some special problems 
which are probably unique to their field. Guidelines for the release of 
nuclear papers are particularly informed by the dangers of nuclear pro- 
liferation. Ironically, while more recent papers, detailing sophisticated 
systems, are being passed for release, papers relating to the production 
of Britain's first, more basic, weapons remains closed. This is because 
earlier papers relate to the problems of producing just the sort of basic 
weapons that a nuclear terrorist might attempt to create. It is for this 
reason that photographs of the first British nuclear weapon were only 
revealed to the public for the first time at a conference in early 1997. Offi- 
cial historians have explained that some material from the early stages 
of the British nuclear programme may have remain closed in perpetuity. 
There are clearly special problems in this area on which no change in the 
climate of Westminster and Whitehall will have much effect. 19 

The broadest conclusions that have been drawn from the new analyses 
of nuclear history are thought provoking. Scott and Smith have challenged 
the very possibility of arriving at any one definitive version of events 
observing that 'more and more evidence may simply make things less 
and less clear', an observation that is notably similar to that made by 
historians of Pearl Harbour. Their conclusions draw upon (partly 
psuchologicai) reflections about the nature of policy-making as revealed 
by new material. One is tempted to add the more mundane observation 
that, with new releases, it is increasingly difficult for even a team of 
scholars to sift all the available evidence. Super-abundant data provides 
extended scope for controversy, which academics have always preferred 
to consensus. 20 

" Simon }. Belli. 'Harold Macmillan and the Politics of Doience: The Market for Strategic 
Tdeas During the Sandys Era Revisited', Tnvnticth Century British History, 6 (1), (1995), 99-100. 

'* 'Britain and the Comb', Historical Conference held jointly by the Atomic Weapons 
Establishment, Aldermaston, and the University of Rending, February 1997. 

30 Scott and Smith, 'The Cuban missile crisis', p. 677. 
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Diplomatic History 

Perhaps the most extended commentary concerning the impact of the 
Waldegrave Initiative upon recent British diplomatic history is that offered 
by Keith Kyle who, in 1995, surveyed the new material unavailable to 
him at the time he writing his study, Suez. Kyle warns us not to hold 
our breath in expectation of surprises since 'the items range from the trivial 
to the intriguing' but do not modify his story significantly. Kyle is never- 
theless anxious to make two points. First he registers his surprise at the 
extent to which records for Suez still remain closed beyond the thirty- 
five-year point. Secondly, he contends that the material now released by 
Waldegrave has resulted in the 'exposure of the vacuity of the previous 
prevailing systems for "weeding out" any dangerous substances' which 
could 'scarcely be more total'. 

Few pieces of new information are sufficiently ' new' to excite Kyle. Even 
these are mere cul-de-sacs of policy options not taken. One of these is 
Nasser's attempt to open up a back-channel for discussions with Eden 
through the newspaper proprietor Ali Amin. This was very much Nasser's 
diplomatic style, but the approach was abandoned when Eden launched 
into a persona] attack on Nasser in his television speech. Interesting new 
releases, Kyle maintains, are instead to be found in the records of the 
BBC at Caversham, relating to the media during Suez, rather than in the 
PRO. Kyle, perhaps better than anyone, captures the work-a-day sen- 
timents of many diplomatic historians, a disbelief that anyone could have 
ever found grounds for retaining much of the material now released, com- 
bined with a sense of irritation that its eventual opening has allowed 
government to create a positive impression of openness. What it really 
reveals is the absurd and fantastical secrecy for which some would like 
it called to account. 21 

Very interesting material is still being withheld for the Suez period, not 
least GCHQ records relating to the interception of diplomatic and military 
radio traffic in the Mediterranean and the Middle East during the Suez 
campaign. We are unlikely to see these records for some considerable time. 
When they do appear, they are likely to change our understanding of 
Suez quite considerably. This is certainly the case for the diplomatic 
history of the 1930s, wherein many British intercepts have recently been 
released. Anthony Best's Britain, Japan and Pearl Harbor represents one 
of the first full-length diplomatic surveys to exploit the newly released 
intercept material produced by the Waldegrave Initiative. This has not 
only resulted in a much richer account of Anglo-Japanese relations than 
has hitherto been possible, it has also changed our picture of international 

11 Keith Kyle, 'Suez and the Waldegrave Initiative', Contemporary Record, 9 (I), (1995), 
378-93. 
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relations. British diplomacy of the 1930s now appears to have a much 
more technical aspect than we had hitherto suspected, meanwhile recent 
studies that have neglected these new sorts of records, and the insights 
they provide, risk rapid obsolescence. 22 

The recent wave of release under the Waldegrave Initiative has occurred 
mostly in the domain of international affairs. Nevertheless, some impor- 
tant materials have been released relating to domestic developments, not 
least Cabinet, Home Office, and Joint Intelligence Committee papers 
relating to state surveillance of Fascists and Communists before and dur- 
ing the Second World War. The ongoing work of Richard C. Thurlow 
on the domestic secret state and the Communist Party of Great Britain 
(CPGB) represents a good example of such work. Although Thurlow had 
to wait almost two years to obtain some materials, he credits the 
Waldegrave Initiative for 'the early declassification of important files'. 23 



Reviewing, 'Weeding', and Sanitization 

The constant refrain of Departmental Records Officers responsible for im- 
plementing the Waldegrave Initiative has been that there have been no 
extra resources. When one takes this into account their achievements seem 
extraordinary. But at the same time the consequences of efficiency drives 
and the 'more for less syndrome' are beginning to show. The experience 
of those requesting postwar files of ail types lias been very unsatisfac- 
tory in terms of proportion of requested material released, the slowness 
of release, and the quality of 'weeding'. 

Departments that have given considerable time to releasing retained 
files have had difficulties simultaneously processing routine material at 
the thirty-year point. Examples of failure to meet statutory requirements 
include . . . 23 Yet this lamentable development has still not allowed 
departments to deal with the specific requests of researchers quickly, and 
some have waited over a year for requests for a few dozen files to be 
released, only to find that more than half are refused. 24 One suspects 
that in some cases both statutory duties and also the requests of individual 
researchers have been given less priority than the release of some bodies 
of 'headline-grabbing' material. 

- Anthony Best, Britain, japan and Paul Ilnrkn {London: Rutitledge, 1.995). Compare 
this with Nicholas Tarling, Britain, Japan ami South Bast Asia {Cambridge, 1.996) which 
studiously avoids till reference to newly released records. 

i.\ ???? 

J1 Richard C. Thurlow, ' "A Very Clever Capitalist Class". British Communism and 
State Surveillance, 1939-1945', Intelligence and National SrairHu, 1.2 (2) (1997), 1-21. 
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The quality of 'weeding', which was never good, has also deteriorated. 
It has long been accepted that weeders sometimes know relatively little 
about the material they are processing and are not much concerned with 
uniformity even within their own department. But matters appear to be 
getting worse as the pressures of implementing the Waldegrave Initiative 
are clearly beginning to show. Two examples serve to underline this 
point. 

The first is the peculiar treatment of material relating to the Foreign 
Office Permanent Under-Secretary's Department (PUSD). PUSD was the 
Foreign Office's central co-ordinating department, developed in the first 
postwar decade, to some extent emulating George Kennan's Policy Plan- 
ning Staff. PUSD is widely discussed in the open literature and many 
of its files are now open to public inspection. Yet in a recent run of material 
retrospectively released under 'special review', a weeder has expended 
many happy hours sanitizing eveiy page that makes use of the initials 
'PUSD', substituting a xeroxed page with a small blank in its place. 
Nothing else on these pages has been sanitized. Yet the nature of the 
missing initials on these sanitized pates is immediately obvious to any 
historian with a knowledge of this period. Moreover, the weeder con- 
firms this for us by xeroxing the reverse side of some of the original pages, 
allowing the sanitized contents of the previous page to show through 
(albeit in mirror writing). 25 

This oversensitivity probably relates to the fact that PUSD duties in- 
cluded secret service matters, for example obtaining clearance for intelli- 
gence operations. But the authorities seems quite unaware that the 
intelligence and security aspects of PUSD were discussed as early as 1956 
in Lord Strang's memoir, Home and Abroad. Since then they have been 
discussed ad nauseam. A Deputy Head of PUSD from the same period 
has written more recently that this 'department among its other duties 
kept an eye on the workings of Ml 6 (SIS), our foreign intelligence ser- 
vice, and MI6 was known in Whitehall as 'P.U.S.D" '. Members of MI6 
were regularly seconded to PUSD for co-ordination purposes. 36 But, as 
is so often the case, the official weeding the file has no knowledge of the 
open literature. This sort of example evokes mixed feelings. Initially one 
senses possible advantage in the possibility that some of one's institu- 
tional adversaries are so transparently ill-informed and/or overworked. 
But this quickly turns to irritation when one receives letters from officials 
explaining that requests for declassification are further delayed because 
resources are so stretched. Much time is clearly wasted in this way. 

* See for example various documents of March 1956, J1023/19/G, PO 3717118687, PRO 
and January 1.956, JA1022/1/G, 1-0 371/11.8745, PRO. 

* Lord Strang, Home tind Abroad {London, 1956), pp. 269-86; Sir Arthur de la Mare, 
Penvrse and Rvlis: A Jersey farmer's Son in the British Difioiitntic Service (Jersey, 1.994), p. 99. 
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Nuclear historians have encountered similar problems. Mere too a basic 
lack of knowledge results in unnecessary delays and retentions. In 1993 
material from the Prime Minister's files was released relating to the brief- 
ing of Maroid Macmillan by Americans during the Cuban missile crisis. 
The American diplomats involved were accompanied by two senior offi- 
cials of the CIA, Chet Cooper and Sherman Kent. Several full accounts 
of this meeting, naming both CIA officials, have been published, including 
Kent's own account which appeared in 1978. Yet in 1993 their names were 
deleted from the relevant PREM files whilst British officials sought 
clearance from the United States to 'name' two people whose identities 
had been revealed fifteen years earlier. As the Cabinet Office has ob- 
served, 'clearance with the US authorities is a very slow process'. It must 
be conceded that under the old regime the whole file might have remained 
closed, and under Waldegrave it has been opened immediately. However, 
the lack of specialist staff and the reluctance of weeders to seek advice 
from those with specialists knowledge, is resulting in unnecessary 
closure. 27 

The example of the Cuban missile crisis also highlights a related prob- 
lem of tracking new releases. Only the Foreign Office has produced a 
definitive listing of all materials retrospectively released by its 'Special 
Review Team'. In other areas, researcher who have been working on a 
long project are faced with the prospect of literally repeting much of their 
research to find the new additions. In 1996, historians who had completed 
a detailed survey of the Cuban missile crisis, learned only by accident 
that crucial transcripts of the Macmillan-Kennedy telephone conversa- 
tions had been added retrospectively to PREM files. No record of this 
new release was available. With the possibility of placing a release list 
on the internet, where it could be continually amended, such practice 
is hard to defend. :s 

Anecdotal evidence also suggests an increase in the presence of 'second 
copies' of withheld documents, often within the same file or adjacent files. 
Such inconsistencies are not just a tactical success for the researcher. They 
are also of real interest to the student of 'information control', for they 
give fairly clear examples of what, in practice, Whitehall is attempting 
to continue to withhold under the new guidelines. It also indicates how 
the weeding process can tend towards the manipulation of historians, 
even in an era of open government. 

9 See for example Sir P, Mason to VO, No. 165, 22 October 1962, PREM 11/3689, PRO. 
I am greatly indebted to Len Scott, of the Department of International Politics, University 
of Wales, Aberystwyth, for drawing my attention to this material, for allowing me to con- 
sult his correspondence with the Cabinet Office on this matter. 

3 rbid. Historians working on the Second World War have encountered similar ex- 
periences with the retrospective, but uncatalogued, release of MT6 paper into existing fields 
in the class WO 208. 
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This is illustrated by the intriguing case of newly released British 
documents concerning the Soviet electronic eavesdropping programme 
in high-security Western buildings in the 1950s. In July 1950, the British 
accidentally discovered evidence of Soviet 'bugging' in the British Em- 
bassy in Moscow. In 1952 a Soviet 'bugging' device was discovered hid- 
den inside a decorative seal at the United States Embassy complex in 
Moscow, with the assistance of a special British detection system. The 
offending seal was later displayed by the Americans in a session at the 
United Nations. The intention was to create indignation, but as so often 
with public revelations about special activities, the atmosphere was in- 
stead one of high farce, and the assembled delegates struggled to con- 
tain their amusement. 

In London, Churchill viewed the matter with great seriousness. J This 
is most important' he minuted, 'Please keep mo constantly informed.' 
A long-term programme of investigation was initiated and Alexander, 
the Minister of Defence, was eventually able to reassure Churchill that: 

... a small inter-departmental committee under the Chairmanship of Sir 
Frederick Brundrett lias been charged with the co-ordination of research and 
development on eavesdropping devices. The first task of the Committee was 
to investigate the possibilities of the device discovered in the United States 
Ambassador's residence in 1952. ^ 

In many of the recently released documents relating to the work of the 
Brundrett Committee a single paragraph has been deleted under Section 
3(4) of the Public Record Office Act. I Iowever, a comparison of the various 
copies reveals what appear to be inconsistencies in the sanitization of 
similar drafts. It is fairly clear that the purpose of sanitization was to 
disguise the extent to which the work of the Brundrett Committee was 
not merely defensive. It other brief was 'consideration of the prospects 
of developing devices suitable for offensive action by ourselves'. 30 That 
the British were eager to repay the Soviets in kind is hardly surprising, 
but had the attempt to suppress the fact been successful, the construc- 
tion historians placed on these document would have been materially 
changed. 

The Waldegrave Initiative has introduced a more complex and seem- 
ingly discriminating range of criteria for restricting documents, with the 
intention of weeking more selectively and releasing portions of files that 
would previously have suffered blanket closure. Inescapably, this more 

Churchill minute, 14 October 195?., quoted in Colville to Morrison, DC) 7 !! 1.3/16, PRO; 
Alexander (MoD) to Churchill, 18 july 1954, ibid. Alexander dates the Committee to 1.953, 
but from other evidence in the file lie clearly meant 1952. OV.VV. 13/1.6 is one of a number 
of files from this class that have been released retrospectively under Waldegrave. 

Morrison to Colville, 13 October 1952, enclosing 'Russian Eavesdropping', 13 October 
1.952, DVS-V. 13/16, FRO. 
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complex process requires more time, care, and expert knowledge. These 
extra resources have not been made available. We know that the review 
staffs in many departments have been cut rather than expanded and the 
results are there for all to see. 



Conclusion 

Despite edging slowly towards a more American-style system, British 
historians have not yet encountered problems of the alarming sort faced 
by researchers in the United States. There, evidence has recently been 
uncovered of the deliberate corruption of the written record by officials. 
There have also been alarming instances of fringe groups manufacturing 
evidence an introducing it into files retrospectively, in a desperate attempt 
to 'prove' their exotic versions of history.- 11 But even in Britain, some of 
the files that are now being opened to public inspection have been so 
savagely dealt with by weeders, and their integrity is so hopelessly 
damaged, that professional historians reading them cannot avoid a feel- 
ing of being manipulated. 32 

Other substantial problems are gathering on the horizon. The possibility 
of some sort of freedom of information legislation is now being widely 
discussed. But withough substantial additional resources and more 
specialist staff to implement this, there is eveiy prospect of a disaster. 
Departmental Records Officers will be inundated with Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act requests which have legal force. As the United States 
discovered, the result will be that these requests will take two or three 
years to process, while the routine declassification of records also falls 
hopelessly behind. 

It is not only in the United States that openness has brought problems. 
In both Canada and Holland, historians have found that legal forms of 
access to documents has resulted directly in an unwillingness by officials 
to commit real policy to paper. Some officials maintain their own per- 
sonal 'working notes' which are never committed to a registry. In these 
countries one suspects that freedom of information has merely served 
to accentuate a more general problem of declining record keeping, as the 



n Ball, 'Tine Politics of Defence', p. 98. These American cuncerns relate particularly to 
the recent release of the Warren Commission files on the ossnssination of President John 
P. Kennedy and to the US Air Porce 'Project Blue Book' files on UPO sightings. 

,! An example of this is the PO 371. files on the downing of the Gary Powers U-2 air- 
craft. Not only have the poges within the files suffered some rather serious reshuffling, 
but the files, relating to I960, have been released into a run of files for 1963 and are to be 
found in the hand list for 1963. 
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speed of government business accelerates and fax, phone, and e-mail 
occlude more traditional forms of conducting business. 33 

This issue is starkly illustrated by the work of Anthony Forster on the 
Maastricht Treaty of 1991. In his discussions with officials he discovered 
that, at an early staee, an internal official history of Maastricht had been 
commissioned by cne Foreign Office, with a view to being fully prepared 
for 'Maastricht II'. But before long, it was apparent that the limited written 
record was hopelessly far removed from the reality of the negotiation pro- 
cess. On sight of drafts of the first chapters, senior officials ordered the 
history to be abandoned and condemned it as likely to be misleading. 34 

The problem of an evaporating body of written records in the face of 
modern bureaucratic practice, perhaps exacerbated by freedom of infor- 
mation legislation, now confronts British historians. If they are to deal 
with this they will need to adopt a more sophisticated approach and a 
longer-term view. To badger officials to release more of the surviving 
record sooner is a marginal exercise and more important task await us. 
There must be some constructive engagement with officials over which 
records are preserved and which do not survive reviews. There must also 
be a more energetic programme of aural history. Without this the limited 
paper records generated in the 1990s might mislead as much as they will 
inform. 35 

The importance of proper dialogue over what is chosen for preserva- 
tion is one of the most important issues emerging from the Waldegrave 
experience. Encouraged by talk of openness, historians have requested 
important bodies of records, only to be told that they have 'not been 
chosen for preservation'. For example those wishing to conduct work on 
British policy towards Axis prisoners of war, whose numbers in Britain 
were at one time close to 300,000, have found that these records have 
been almost totally destroyed. 3 " Equally the records of the Intelligence ^ ^^«^*A 
Division of the British occupation of Germany, which is reputed to have r 
generated close to a million files, have been destroyed. Less than ten files v< ^" > * 

survive. This latter body of material represented a unique record of 
German history in the crucial first postwar decade. 37 

11 Tan Leigh, 'Legal Access to Security Piles: The Cmadian Experience', Intelligence and 
National Stxurihi, 12 (2), (1.997), 126-53; Bob tie Graff. ' Accessibility of Secret Service Archives 
in the Netherlands, ibid., 1.54-1.60. 

M 1 am very grateful to Anthony Porster (or sharing these insights with me. They are ex- 
plored more fully in his forthcoming study of the Maastricht negotiations. 

The Diplomatic History Programme at the Centre fur Diplomatic Studies, University 
of Leicester is a good example. 

T am grateful to Bob Moore for his observations on this matter; this work can be 
followed more closely in bob Moore and Kent Podorowich (eds), Prisont;rs-of-Wttr and Their 
Giptors in World War 11 (Oxford, 1996). 

17 Tn 1.995 the MoD wrote to the author to explain that these materials had not been 
deemed worthy of preservation. 
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Research that has exploited material released by the Waldegrave In- 
itiative is only just beginning to make its way into print, thus any verdict 
must be a tentative one. Nevertheless, two assertions can be made with 
confidence. In the short term Waldegrave can claim a qualified success. 
The sheer quantity of material that has been released, partly in response 
to specific requests, and the material change that has resulted in some 
areas is undeniable. The major qualification concerns the lack of resource 
for the quality and quantity of work now required. In the long term, the 
Waldegrave Initiative has probably changed the way in which the dialogue 
between officials and non-officials is conducted- This, in turn, has en- 
couraged historians to raise some very major issues about issues such 
as selection, but they do not appear to have identified the right forum 
in which to get to grips with thim. This too is a symptom of the pressures 
on the system. Officials are overwhelmed by the task of processing new 
materials, and historians seem too busy rending them. 
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release of Air Intelligence (Tech))5b papers. 

2. I am sorry if the information given in my letter of 23 January 1 998 was unclear but it is not the case 
that AI((Tech)5b files, being "intelligence-related documents, are clearly not due for imminent release", 
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records; those records which survive this local review are subsequently examined by Departmental Record 
Officer staff. This means that a great majority of records are destroyed within a few years of creation. You 
will find a good description of how the public records system works in Chapter 9 of the White paper on 
Open Government (Cm 2290), published July 1 993 . 
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than withholding files that we do have, and he seems to be very happy with the 
service that he has received. Should he have any further queries or a 
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something on the lines: "I hope that has clarified the position about the fate if 
AI(Tech)5b records." 
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hold (contrary it should be said to current UK legislation!). 

3. My draft reply hopefully clarifies the situation in respect of AI(Tech)5b's UFO files. 
I have deliberately not used the word "appeal" in ray final paragraph as this would only 
confirm his worst suspicions mat we do indeed have these papers ! 

4. 1 would welcome comments by cop 3 March 1998. 
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I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 14 February 1998 raising again the question of 
the release of Air Intelligence (Tech)5b papers. 



I am sorry if the information given in my letter of 23 January 1 998 was unclear but it is 
not the case that AI(Tech)5b files, being "intelligence-related documentation, are clearly 
not due for imminent release", rather that, as with many other apparent omissions at the 
Public Record Office, the records simply have not survived. 



Ministry of Defence intelligence-related files are reviewed in the same way as other 
departmental papers and as with other government departments the MOD aims to strike a 
balance between the administrative and the historical value of records. Webreview v& 
initially conducted by branches creating the records and^r records surviving this local 
review^by Departmental Record Officer staff. Tte-aeaas^ great majority of records ^re- 
destroyed within a few years of creation. You will find a good description of how the 
public records system works in Chapter 9 of the White paper on Open Government (Cm 
2290), published July 1993. 



I hope there is now no confusion about the fate of AI(Tech)Sb recordsjgtjfyou jtetfiairr^ 
uBhsjpy with the way I have handled your request for information, and wish to 
complain, you should write to: MOD, OMD14, Rm 617, Northumberland House, 
Northumberland Avenue, London WC2N 5BP. 
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40 
D8/2 
MoD 

Metropole Building 
Northumberland Ave. 
LONDON 
WC2N 5BL 

Dearl 



I am very grateful for your reply to my correspondence of the 26 December and for sharing details 
of the two PRO References. I subsequently purchased DEFE 31/118 which I found incredibly 



Over the last eighteen months, I have purchased a targe number of other documents from the PRO 
and to my regret, I have not been able to find any details relating to RAF radar/aircrew sightings 
since the St Margaret's Bay Incident of 1957 ft is clear from documentation in DEFE 31/118 that 
these incident reports were passed on to AI.(T)5b, and, being intelligence-related documentation, 
are clearly not due for imminent release. 

Under die terms of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information and in the spirit 
of the forthcoming Freedom of Information Legislation, is there anyone I can approach and appeal 
to for the release of this documentation on the grounds of its scientific value. 

I have been invited by the Royal Society of Chemistry to put questions before the House of 
Commons Select Committee on Science and Technology on the 17th March, I would be grateful 
for the opportunity to analyse as much of the hitherto unreleased UFO-related inteffieence 
documentation as possible prior to this meeting. 

Once again, I am truly very grateful for the invaluable assistance and information your Department 
has shared with me. I appreciate that I am asking for a lot of raw data; however, please be 
h^^able ^ m ° tiVeS f ° r trying t0 bring detaUs "*° the scientific arena are entirely 
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poke and you agreed to extend the de adline, 
ok will be walked down . 4Q 
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D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
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APS/USofS 

Copy to: 




Head of Sec (AS) 
DI Sec 
CS(RM)1 

Cabinet Office Fol Branch - kW»iwB 40 



'A COVERT AGENDA ' BY NICHOLAS REDFERN 

Reference: D/USofS/JS/28/1/0 dated 4 Feb 98 
Issue 

1. To provide a PS/Prime Minister reply for No 10 to send to 
Nicholas Redfern, author of 'A Covert Agenda'. 

Recommendation 

2. That PS/USofS writes to No 10 using the draft attached. 
Background 

3. You will recall that advice was provided for USofS in respect 
of the 'People' coverage of Mr Redfern's book (D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
dated 10 Nov 97). The book was published last year, the 50th 
anniversary of the first ' recorded ' sighting of a ' UFO ' . 

4. We have not had an opportunity during this Administration to 
spell out to No 10 the limit of MOD'S interest, or indeed the 
Government's lack of interest, in 'UFO' -related issues. The draft 
PS reply therefore does so in detail. Mr Redfern does, however, 
know the facts very well and the draft for No 10 to send to him is 
much shorter. 




DRAFT PS/USOfS LETTER TO PS/PRIME MINISTER 

1 . Thank you for your letter of 3 February forwarding a copy of 
Nicholas Redfern's book, 'A Covert Agenda'. 

2. By way of background it might be helpful if I explain that 
the MOD has only a limited interest in 'UFO' matters. We are not 
aware of any other Government Department interest or of any 
Government sponsored research into the 'UFO' phenomena (including 
' flying saucers ' ) . MOD ' s interest involves examining reported 
'UFO' sightings and correspondence (including that passed on by 
OGDs) solely to establish if what is alleged to have been seen 
might have some defence significance - namely whether there is any 
evidence that the UK Air Defence Region might have been 
compromised by hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity. 
Unless there is evidence of such a threat, and to date no 'UFO' 
report has revealed such evidence (aircraft lights and natural 
phenomena account for the vast majority of reports), no further 
action is taken. We have no interest, expertise, or role with 
respect to questions about the existence or otherwise of 
extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which we remain open minded, but 
we know of no evidence to prove that these phenomena exist. 

3. Within the MOD, Secretariat (Air Staff )2's duties include 
acting as the focal point for 'UFO' -related issues. Mr Redfern, a 
full time 'UFO' researcher believes that 'UFO/flying saucers' and 
extraterrestrial lifeforms are a matter of fact and has written to 
them some 25 times about the Department's policy in respect of 
these issues. He is convinced that the MOD/Government has 
evidence to support his claims and is withholding the information 
from the public. The majority of the MOD's correspondence with Mr 
Redfern took place between 1992 and 1994 when Nicholas Pope worked 
in Sec(AS)2. One of Mr Pope's duties was to reply to 'UFO' 
letters and, as necessary, sighting reports from members of the 
public. Since leaving Sec(AS)2, Mr Pope has written two books 
(one about 'UFOs' and the other 'alien abductions') and although 
always careful to explain that the views in his books are his own 
personal opinions, his publishers have made much of his previous 



job when promoting his books. It is clear that Mr Redfern 
continues to communicate with Mr Pope given the latter' s 
introduction to 1 A Covert Agenda 1 . 

4. Turning specifically to Mr Redfern 's letter and his assertion 
of clandestine 'UFO 1 investigations. The role of RAF Rudloe Manor 
is constantly misrepresented by 'ufologists' and elements of the 
media who maintain that investigations were carried out there in 
the past and continue today. This is not the case. Until 1992 
all 'UFO' reports made to RAF Stations from whatever source were 
forwarded to a the RAF Flying Complaints Flight (FCF), part of HQ 
Provost and Security Services (UK) located at RAF Rudloe Manor. 
FCF's function was a post box, recording receipt and forwarding 
reports to Sec(AS)2 for any further action. Since 1992, all RAF 
Stations including Rudloe Manor have forwarded reports directly to 
Sec(AS)2. 

5. Mr Redfern mentions DI55, the Defence Intelligence Branch 
interested in aerodynamic missiles. DI55 acts as the DI 
repository for 'UFO' reports passed on by Sec (AS) 2 which might 
contain information of a terrestrial nature of interest to them. 
We have publicly acknowledged that we consult Air Defence staffs 
and others including DI55 about 'UFO' sighting reports but stress 
that we only do so when what has been reported falls within the 
terms of our remit at paragraph 2 above. 

6. The evidence Mr Redfern claims to have uncovered about 'UFO' 
investigations has been culled from files released to the Public 
Record Office under the 30 year rule. During the early 1960s the 
number of 'UFO' reports received by MOD was some 50-70 annually. 
Given emerging satellite technology then, MOD Intelligence 
Branches were keen to explore all possible sources of information 
for scientific and technical intelligence in respect of 
terrestrial military threats. However, media speculation about 
'UFOs' and interest in science fiction generally has risen rapidly 
in recent years and the number of reports received has increased 
to the extent that several .hundreds are now routinely received 
each year, the majority of which contain less than credible 
information. Intelligence gathering is now much more 
sophisticated and little if any information can be drawn from 



'UFO' reports. 



7. Mr Redfern is keen that all sighting reports be released in 
advance of the provisions of the Public Record Act. Although the 
files concerned do not, for the most part, contain classified 
information, each report (and there are some 9000 paper records 
for the period 1969-97) was provided in confidence and contains 
information about what was alleged to have been seen as well as 
the personal details (full name and home address) of the witness. 
Releasing this information in advance of the 30 year point (deemed 
as an acceptable period of time to preserve witness 
confidentiality) would necessitate the removal of all personal 
details or, alternatively, advising each witness in advance that 
their details were to be made public, something the majority would 
not agree to. Sanitizing the reports would require substantial 
resources to be diverted from defence related tasks, something we 
would be reluctant to sanction since it is the personal details 
'ufologists' want so that they can approach witnesses direct. 

8. I apologise for the length of this note but I thought it 
important to set out in full the background to the case. In 
summary, there is no defence reason at all to identify 'UFO' 
sightings unless what has been seen might represent an external 
military threat to the UK. Defence technology, including the 
effectiveness of our air defence systems, is constantly evolving 
and we are confident that our present air defence capabilities 
fully meet the air defence threat and protect the integrity of the 
OK Air Defence Region. However, a small but vociferous group of 

' ufologists ' want Government funds devoted to an examination of 
the 1 UFO ' -phenomenon in the widest sense and hope that continual 
lobbying of Ministers and MPs will bring results . 

9. Mr Redfern is well aware of the MOD'S position in respect of 
'UFO' sighting reports. The draft reply therefore touches only 
briefly on this, and deals with the request that official files be 
released in advance of the 30 year rule. The book is returned. 



DRAFT REPLY FROM PS/PRIME MINISTER TO NICHOLAS REDFERN 

Thank you for your letter of 31 January to the Prime Minister 
enclosing a copy of your book 'A Covert Agenda'. 

The Prime Minister receives a very large number of letters from 
the public every day on a wide range of issues and it simply not 
possible for him to read or reply to each one himself. I have 
therefore been asked to reply. 

I understand that you are already aware of the Ministry of 
Defence's limited interest in 'UFO' matters and I will not, 
therefore, go over this ground again. I should add that there is 
no Government sponsored research into the 'UFO' phenomena and 
there are no plans to initiate such work. 

'UFO' sighting reports and associated correspondence held by the 
Ministry of Defence is treated in exactly the same way as all 
official information held by Government in that files selected for 
preservation are released to the Public Record Office in general 
after 30 years. Since 1967 it has been the policy that Ministry 
of Defence 'UFO' files should be preserved in the public interest 
but, the files are not released any earlier in order to protect 
the confidentiality of those who have provided the information. 

Under the Freedom Of Information proposals set out in the 
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's recent White Paper 'Your 
Right To Know ' , information can be requested from Departments . 
Release will, however, be subject to seven specified interests 
(including Personal privacy and Information Supplied in 
Confidence) where it can be withheld if disclosure would cause 
substantial harm. It would then be for the independent 
Information Commissioner to order disclosure if he or she thought 
that the decision not to disclose was wrong. 

I hope the above is helpful. Copies of the White Paper are 
available from the Stationery Office or your local public library 
might be able to help. Alternatively you can view the document on 



the Internet at 'http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm'. 

Thank you for sending a copy of your book which is returned 
herewith . 



COVERING 
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REFERENCE D/US of S/JS 2a/i/o 



I am attaching a letter/ minute from . .¥i*J"r'.'*r . ?rfer. 
to .T:-I &r„- dated ..?!/.'.' P. s . . . . . 



Will you please consult other Departments, divisions and branches 
as necessary and submit advice, together with a draft reply, in 
order to reach US of S -not later than . .' f / ?/.'\ 8 . 



I am sending copies of this to: 



The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4 April 
1994 and you should ensure that replies to members of the public 
are provided in accordance with its procedures. 



Date: l+/z/is 
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CHOTS: USofS/Mailbox 



lO DOWNING STREET 

LONDON SW1A2AA 



From the Private Secretary "A ^^B 1998 3 February 1998 

DearSStjon 40 

I enclose a copy of a letter which the Prime 
Minister has received from Mr Nicholas Redfern, 
together with a copy of his book "A Covert Agenda". 

I should be grateful if you would provide a draft 
reply for Private Secretary signature, to reach this 
office by 17 February. I should also be grateful for 
return of the enclosed book 

Yours sincerely, 
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LtCol 




Ministry of Defence 



TEL: 





Nicholas Redfern 




31 January 1998 



Dear Mr. Blair, 



I am enclosing for your attention a copy of my recently- 
released book, ' A Covert Agenda', which deals with the issue of 
the British Government's involvement in the investigation of 
reported UFO incidents from 1947 to 1997. 

Perhaps unlike some books on this emotive and controversial 
subject, I have relied heavily on those accounts filed with the 
Ministry of Defence by qualified sources such as military and 
Royal Air Force pilots. 

More disturbing, I have uncovered evidence pointing to 
clandestine (and decidely classified) investigations undertaken 
into the UFO subject by: (a) the RAF ' s Provost and Security 
Services at RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire; and (b) the Ministry 
of Defence's Defence Intelligence Staff. 

I have also cited in the book a wealth of official 
documentation on the UFO subject de-classified under the terms 
of the British Government's 'Thirty Year Ruling', and which is 
currently housed at the Public Record Office at Kew. 

Regardless of one's opinions as to whether or not elements of 
the British Government and military are actively participating 
in a 'cover-up' of UFO data, I would urge you to consider 
making available for public scrutiny all of the many and varied 
UFO reports and associated data compiled by the Government 
which is currently withheld. To date, those files which have 
been released cover the period 1950-1968. I would urge that 
those files covering the period 1969-1998 be declassified - if 
only to allay the very real rumours pointing towards an 
official cover-up of data. 

I thankyou for taking the time to read my letter and hope you 
find the book useful and interesting. One thing to note: the 
introduction for the book was written by a serving employee of 
the MoD who is convinced that there is on earth an active alien 
presence . 



Ycvurs sincerely 




The Government's Commitments 

"We are pledged to a Freedom of Information Act, leading to more open government." 
(Labour Election Manifesto, April 1997) 

"My Government is committed to open and transparent government. . . A White Paper will be 
published on proposals for a Freedom of Information Bill." (Queen's Speech to Parliament, 
14 May 1997) 

The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the Rt Hon Dr David Clark MP, announced on 14 
May 1997 the establishment of a Freedom of Information Unit in the Cabinet Office (Office 
of Public Service) to carry through these commitments. 



The Way Forward 

A Freedom of Information Act is an important priority for the Government. It will place open 
government on a statutory footing, replacing the present (non-statutory) Code of Practice on 
Access to Government Information. 

The Chancellor of the Duchy, published the Government's White Paper, Your Right to Know , 
setting out its proposals for a Freedom of Information Act on 1 1 December 1997. 



I The Chancellor of the Duchy said: 

"Openness is fundamental to the political health of a modern state. This White Paper marks a 
watershed in the relationship between the government and people of the United Kingdom. At 
last there is a government ready to trust the people with a legal right to information. This 
right is central to a mature democracy. 

"There are matters, such as national security or personal privacy, where information has to be 
protected. Government itself needs some protection for its internal deliberations. This White 
Paper strikes a proper balance between extending people's access to official information and 



preserving confidentiality where disclosure would be against the public interest. It is a new 
balance with the scales now weighted decisively in favour of openness. 

"The Government will be publishing a draft Freedom of Information Bill next year. The 
Government believes that the proposals outlined in this White Paper will contribute 
positively to the progressive opening up of the British state." 

For a copy of the Chancellor of the Duchy's Parliamentary statement please click here . 

For the full press release please click here . 

For a summary of the White Paper please click here . 

Fulfilling a commitment made while the Whit Paper was being prepared, the Chancellor of 
the Duchy of Lancaster published on 4 February 1998 a paper setting out factual and 
background material relevant to the production of the White Paper. To see the background 
material click here . Hard copies can be ordered by contacting Paul Kitchen on 0171 270 1880 
or by e-mailing him on foi(Sigtnet. eov.uk 



Draft Bill 

A draft Freedom of Information Bill will be published in the new year and its introduction to 
Parliament will be an early priority. In developing the proposals in the White Paper into a 
draft Bill it would be helpful to have any views you may have. You should send written 
comments to: 

Robert Cayzer 

Freedom of Information Unit 
Room 65d/l 

Cabinet Office (Office of Public Service) 
Horse Guards Road 
London 
SW1P 3AL 

Electronic mail responses should be sent to: foi@gtnet. gov, uk . 
Comments should be received by 28 February 1998. 

All submissions will be published on the Internet unless respondents give clear instructions 
that their comments should be treated in confidence. 

To promote further public discussion of the Government's proposals the submissions will be 
placed, as and when we receive them, on the "Informing Government" website which has 
been set up by the UK Citizen's Online Democracy (see below). 

To see the submissions made so far click here . 



UK Citizens' Online Democracy 



An independent web site supported by the Cabinet Office has been set up to allow the public 
to provide the Government with feedback on the proposals within the Freedom of 
Information White Paper. The web site will feature a wealth of useful background 
information, press comment, interactive discussion fora and the chance to pose questions 
directly to Dr David Clark, Cabinet Minister for Public Service, between 12 and 24 February. 

The web site is managed by UK Citizens' Online Democracy , a non-partisan, not for profit 
organisation that promotes public education and participation in the democratic process. 



Data Protection 

The Government is also committed to ensuring the proper protection and disclosure of 
personal information through a Data Protection Bill in the first session of this Parliament. For 
further details please write to: 

Home Office 

Liquor, Gambling and Data Protection Directorate 

50 Queen Anne's Gate 

London 

SW1H9AT 

Tel: 0171 273 3755 
Fax: 0171 273 3205 



Further information 

If you would like further information on the Government's Freedom of Information policy 
please contact the Freedom of Information Unit at the address above. 



Interim 

The Code of Practice on Access to Government Information will continue until the Freedom 
of Information Act is in force. 



Machinery of Government and Standards Home page 
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White Paper in brief note: if you want to find out more 

abut the timing of the White Paper please visit the How Will the White 
Paper become law? page 

The government's White Paper on Freedom of Information 
(FOI), published on December 1 1 1997, sets out proposals 
for an Act of Parliament which will "give everyone a legal 
right to see information held by national, regional and local 
government and some other organisations working on 
behalf of government". 

The government claims it is a result of a "root and branch 
examination of the whole area of Freedom of Information" 
and careful study of foreign FOI legislation. 

The Act will allow members of the public to see information 
held by: 

Government departments and agencies 

The National Health Service 

Local councils and local registered bodies 

Quangos, nationalised industries and public corporations 

Courts and tribunals 

The Police 

The Armed Forces 

Schools, colleges and universities 

Public service broadcasters 

Privatised utilities 

Private sector organisations working for the government 

However information about the security and intelligence 
services and the special forces, personnel files, and 
information vital to crime prevention is excluded from the 
act. 



imp ;:iin uunucrucy org.uk*IIIml/wp_in bnef.hlm! 



All information held by the authorities listed above created 
in fulfilling their public function will be available subject to 
seven reasons to withhold the information or "exemptions": 

"substantial harm" to any of : 

1 . national security, defence and international relations 

2. internal discussion of government policy 

3. law enforcement 

4. personal privacy 

5 commercial confidentiality 

6. safety of individuals, the public and the environment 

7. references, testimonials or matters given in confidence 

The government has also committed itself to publishing 
more information on how public services are run and 
decisions are made as a matter of course. 

In order to look at this information, the government has 
proposed that members of the public need merely write to, 
or possibly telephone or email, the body from which they 
wish to receive information. The government expect a 
charge will be levied for retrieval, and has set a limit often 
pounds for each item of information retrieved. In addition, 
some bodies may be allowed to levy reasonable fees for 
retrieving information. 

If any organisation denies members of the public access to 
information members of the public have the right to appeal 
to an Information Commissioner who will determine whether 
their request to see information is reasonable under the 
terms of the Act. 
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Meet The Minister 

Between the 12th and 24th February HSSflSffl. *l" fc 

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and the minister in 
charge of the White Paper, took part in an exchange of 
email questions and answers with site users. 



^ ee BS5lWiB'' a ' es * responses on personnel 
records, internal memos and UFOs on the Q&A 
page . 

Later in the year he will participate in a live one hour online 
chat with members of the public. Everyone who has visited 
this site will be invited to put questions to the minister 
directly or by email. 
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Meet the Minister: Qa A 

The Questions: 

1- 5 On job clubs and security services, internal 
council memos, consumer data acquisition, personnle 
records and UFOs. (this page). 

6-11 On Internal discussion and advice and matters 
given in confidence, journalists' accountability, the 
definition of substantial harm, government 
contractors and the Local Government (Access to 
Information) Act. 

1- tetsi BMjks about information gathered by Job 
CruDSTrRlwriytrie security services are excluded 
from the proposed Act. The minister responds . 



iter re 



Iks about internal council memos. 
aonds. 



asks whether the collection of 
information by supermarkets and other businesses 
should be more tightly regulated, or even yield an 
information society tax. The minister responds 



4 - E? 

excluded fro 



ran 



ks why personnel records have been 
e white paper. The minister responds 



5 '095f^-^ * ne government will release UFO 
inToTmarlo'n 'under FOI. The minister responds 



6 



harm'. The minister responds . 



ks the minister to define 'substantial 



^ KraSfiWflEM lMaskg- about government contracts 
and discl osu r e u nder FOI. The minister responds . 



Kniisks about FOI and the Local 



«ess to information) Act 1985. I he 
minister responds . 
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9 ISRnffla^!!§ about FOI and development. The 

minister responds . 



In December 1 996 I was thrown off a JobClub in the town 
where I live. I tried to sue the JobClub, but they wouldn't 
allow me access to the notes which they took during my 
"interview" with the Job Club Leader. 

Under the proposals which this Government is publishing 
concerning FOI, would I be allowed to get the notes taken 
during my interview at the JobClub? 

Also why are the Security and Intelligence Agencies, such 
as MI5 and SIS not included in the FOI proposals? Would 
I be allowed access to my security files under the FOIA? 

Regards, 



Thank you for your questions. Your first question was 
whether under the proposed FOI Act you would have 
access to any notes that may have been taken during your 
recent Job Club "interview". 

I am sorry, but I can't give a simple yes or no answer to 
the question of whether a particular piece of information 
will be available under the proposed FOI Act or not. As 
the White Paper explains in paragraph 3.8, disclosure 
decisions will have to be based on an examination of the 
records or information in question. So while the 
information you are interested in would clearly be within 
the scope of the proposed Act its disclosure would 
depend, as for all information, on: 

(i) whether its disclosure would cause substantial harm to 
one of the seven proposed specified interests and whether 
its disclosure would be contrary to, or in, the public 
interest; and 

(ii) on decisions on the continuation of any relevant 
statutory prohibitions to disclosure. [There are more than 
200 of these 'bars' to disclosure which the Government 
intends to review, and where appropriate amend or repeal, 
in the light of its commitment to an FOI Act.] 



1. 
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You also asked why the Government intended to exclude 
the security and intelligence agencies from the legislation. 

The White Paper makes clear that whilst we intend the Act 
to have very wide application, there are a few public 
bodies who will be excluded from the Act because of the 
nature of their role. It is generally accepted that certain 
very limited parts of the public service have to be able to 
operate in complete confidence, if they are able to operate 
effectively at all. I am clear that the security and 
intelligence agencies could not carry out their duties 
effectively in the interests of the nation if their operations 
and activities were subject to Freedom of Information 
legislation in the same way as the rest of the public 
sector. Our FOI proposals are about opening up 
Government wherever it is safe and right to do so. They 
are not about putting our security and defence at risk. We 
could have nominally included the security and intelligence 
agencies in our proposals and then added all sorts of 
additional protection to ensure that they were protected 
properly but believed that would have been a dishonest 
approach. 



Yours sincerely, 
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back to question list 



ifintion 



ks: 



I have been asking the above Council [North Devon 
District Council] for a simple answer to the question: Why 
did a Planning Officer from Development Control say that 
a windfall 

building plot was "inadvertently" included in the New 
Local Plan (and he only said this after I refused to sell the 
plot to a local developer. The plot had by then been a 
windfall plot for eighteen months without comment from 
the Development Control officer) when ALL the Strategic 
Planning 

Officers denied his claim. The inference is that there is 
something seriously wrong here. Will the proposed FOI 
Act allow me to see internal memos which relate to this 
matter? or Will the Act force senior officers of the Council 
to get me an answer from their records? 
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Dear ^Etion40 



Under our proposals local government would be covered 
by the FOI Act. You would therefore have a right of 
access to the internal memos to which you refer in your 
e-mail. However, I am able to say whether the records 
would have to be released or not. As the White Paper 
explains, disclosure decisions will have to be based on an 
examination of the actual records or information in 
question and will depend on the outcome of the substantial 
harm and public interest tests set out in the Act. 

The aim of the proposed FOI legislation is to encourage 
more open and accountable government. It is not 
intended as a mechanism for investigating or resolving 
complaints about misconduct or maladministration. There 
are already well established complaints procedures 
throughout the public sector for doing so. For example, if 
you have a complaint against your local council, as you 
appear to have, you should, in the first instance, complain 
directly to the council by contacting the head of the 
relevant department or the Chief Executive. You can also 
ask a local councillor to look into the matter for you. If you 
are not satisfied with the response you receive, or if no 
action is taken, you can then complain to your Local 
Government Ombudsman. 



Yours sincerely, 



back to question list 



3. 
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asks: 



Section 4C 



My question concerns the responsibilities and obligations 
of large private corporations like Tesco, BT etc. in holding 
information on private individuals. 

I am concerned at the way personal information is 
discreetly collected via electronic transactions, like cash 
tills in super markets or calling patterns on telephone 
networks. This information once collected and processed 
is used to profile a customer and then passed on for 
marketing purposes. This information has significant 
financial value to these corporations. 



I am also very concerned that the general public are not 
aware that through bonus schemes such those as 
operated by Super Markets that they are in fact being 
given financial inducements to provide personal 
information about their preferences and behavior. Should 



such schemes be more openly vetted? 



If we are moving towards an Information Society should 
we, as some commentators in the area suggest, expect 
each information transfer, like above, to involve some 
contractual agreement, perhaps with the supplier of the 
information i.e. the customer. Perhaps such information 
should be valued and the customer receives direct 
payment for the information they supply. Do you have a 
view on this? 



Finally would the collection of such information by 
corporations provide a useful basis for a Information 
Society tax that could be used to fund the 'have not' 
groups in our Society? 



Thank you 
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Reply to I 

Dearg^jpn 4Q 

Thank you for your e-mail. You raised the question of the 
responsibilities and obligations of large private 
corporations in holding information about private 
individuals. 



The issues you raise are principally about Data Protection 
(which is the responsibility of my colleague, Jack Straw, 
the Home Secretary) rather than Freedom of Information 
as such. 



A new Data Protection Bill has just been introduced to 
Parliament. The Bill is designed to replace the Data 
Protection Act 1984 and will implement the EC Data 
Protection Directive (94/46/EC). As you will probably 
know, Data Protection legislation is designed to protect an 
individual's personal information from misuse by 
organisations, in either the public or private sector, which 
process such data as part of their activities. 

Under Article 1 of the EC Data Protection Directive all 
issuers of loyalty cards and similar schemes have to make 
clear to members of the public the purposes for which they 
are collecting the data. As a further protective measure 
the Directive only allows the data to be used in ways which 
are compatible with the purposes for which it was 
collected. Where direct marketing is envisaged 
organisations must also allow their customers to object to 
the use of their data for this purpose. These provisions in 
the EC Directive are reflected in the new Data Protection 
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Yours sincerely, 




back to question list 



4. 




;s: 



Could you please tell me why personnel files are excluded 
from the Freedom of Information act? 

I would like to view my personnel file as I believe it 
contains false information about me. I think that I should 
have the ppportunity to challenge what has been written 
about me. 

I have read thousands of personnel files so I know the kind 
of 

information they contain. 



Freedom of Information is about opening up government 
and improving the accountability of government to the 
people by giving them a legal right to official information. 
Freedom of Information is therefore about the relationship 
between government and citizen rather than the 
relationship between government as employer and citizen 
as employee. In particular, the Government did not wish 
to introduce a regime which would give more extensive 
rights to public sector employees as opposed to private 
sector employees. People do, of course, already have the 
right to see information held about them on computer (and 
the right to correct it) under the 1984 Data Protection Act. 
The new Data Protection Bill, which is currently before 
Parliament, would extend this right to certain paper files. 

Yours sincerely, 
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5. 



j|@fnrJ4®ers] asked: 



Please release all of the information held about UFOs, 
there is no point in 
keeping it secret anymore. 
Thank you 
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Dear __S 



Information about unidentified flying objects is treated in 
exactly the same way as all other official information held 
by government - ie files selected for preservation are 
released to the Public Record Office in general after 30 
years. Since 1967 it has been the policy that MOD "UFO" 
report files are to be preserved in the public interest. 
However, such files are not normally released earlier to 
protect the confidentiality of those who have provided the 
information. This is, of course, information that you are 
entitled to ask for under the Code of Practice on Access to 
Government Information, but Personal Privacy and 
Information Given in Confidence are two of the categories 
under which information may be withheld. 



Under our Freedom of Information proposals you would 
still be able to request this information but, as with all 
information, it would be subject to the seven specified 
interests (notably Personal Privacy and Information 
Supplied in Confidence) where information could be 
withheld if disclosure would cause substantial harm. 
However, the independent Information Commissioner 
would have the power to order disclosure if he or she 
thought that the decision not to disclose was wrong. 

Yours sincerely, 
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back to question list 



28/02/98 13:44 



25 FEB '98 12=00 OPEN GOVERNMENT-TEAM 



OFFICE OF PUBLIC SERVICE 



p.i 



jjl^gro Machinery of Government and Standards Group 

* MUNET Hont Guards Road ■ Lwiiion SW1P1AI. 

( U'FICE mm KW£:ttm-m mo . m 0171.270 mi . m^h^a^.^ 



FAX 




To: 




3. f-M if?/* 


Fax: 


j 




from: \ 






Tel: 


1 





Date: TX Q lp (_yq 



l'afic: 1 of 7_ 



Message: 



1 40 



Section 40 



Secti 



40 \ 2« 



^ ^ LJ« ^ 



URGENT Yea/No CONFIRM RECEIPT Yes/No 

Internet I'age: http://www-open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm 



;?5 FEB *98 12:01 OPEN GOVERNMENT- TEAM 

'g M^^g^ izjvss^a +°< fox whit, 

ip.Tiiiiiin~ 



P. 2 



On-lino Disc 



F.cc: 



I On -J inu [Jlsaussinn 



jt»a ly to 



ion 40 



' GISSion 40 



tn 6 .r»«t» (not^bij p 1 " 10 ™' 3 " "' Jt would be a S / eque3L tMs 

1 ;uj-s :i incer's i y, 



vfeniii for MCU 



Section 40 




REHDLESHAM FOREST/RAF WOODBRIDGE LINES TO TAKE v -»r, 

When the Ministry of Defence was informed of the events whrfek^are 
alleged to have occurred at Rendlesham Forest/RAF Woodbridge in 
December 1980, all available substantiated evidence was looked at 
in the usual manner by those within the MOD/RAF with 
responsibility for air defence matters. The judgement was that 
there was no indication that a breach of the United Kingdom's air 
defences had occurred on the nights in question. 

As there was no evidence to substantiate an event of defence 
concern no further investigation into the matter was necessary. 
Although a number of allegations have subsequently been made about 
these reported events, nothing has emerged over the last 17 years 
which has given us reason to believe that the original assessment 
made by this Department was incorrect. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/DOMD/2/3/4 

20 Feb 98 

Sec(AS)2 

Copy to: 
DOMD 

Hd of Sec(AS) 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION - CABINET OFFICE INTERNET WEB SITE 
Reference: 

1 .D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 18 Feb 98 

1 . Thank you for your note at Ref A about the request you received 
from the Cabinet Office for advice in relation to their Internet debate on 
Freedom of Information (FOI). 

2. I am sorry you felt "bounced" by the request, but as it seemed 
urgent when put to us, we felt that the best way of dealing with it was to 
put the Cabinet Office directly in touch with you - and I spoke to one of 
your staff on your number in advance to give you a "heads up'. In fact, 
although we were aware that the Cabinet Office had set up this site, I 
understand that that they have been able to deal with virtually all 
questions put to them without contacting other Departments. This was 
the first time that they had been in touch with MOD for advice. Against 
that background (and the debate only runs this week and next), I do not 
think that we need to take any special measures, but should deal with 
questions if and when they arise - hopefully there will be no more. In 
terms of handling, any replies should be treated in the same way as any 
other response to a member of the public. The Cabinet Office will, 
however, use us as a first point of contact, so should you have any 
concerns I hope we can help deal with them. If you wish, I can ask the 
Cabinet Office for a hard copy of the question and answer that finally 
went out in this instance. 

3. I hope that this helps, but please give me a call if you want to 
discuss the issue further. 



{signed} 
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THE CABINET OFFICE 
Attn: 

== by fax == 
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Your reference 

Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

Date 

\<=^ February 1998 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION: DRAFT REPLY TO 
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nents on your proposed draft reply to 
whom you spoke to yesterday, is absent on 
£ gave "tioday and tomorrow, although she did brief me on your 
discussion and I am happy to answer in her absence having 
consulted our Records Management colleagues . , 

2. I suggest the following: 

Para 1 . Information about unidentified flying objects is 
treated in exactly the same way as all other official 
information held by government - ie. files selected for 
preservation are released to the Public Record Office in 
general after 30 years. Since 1967 it has been the policy 
that MOD "UFO" report files are to be preserved in the public 
interest. However, such files are not normally released 
earlier to protect the confidentiality of those who have 
provided the information. You may of course be entitled to 
ask for certain information under the current Code of 
Practice on Access to Government Information. 



Para 2 . Okay as drafted. 



3 . I should be most grateful once you have read my proposed 
changes if you would call me on the above number so that I may 
explain in detail why these changes need to^.ncluded. 
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Page: 
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I 19 FEB 1998 

URGENT Yes/No CONFIRM REO^jp - 

Internet Page: http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome,litm 



19-FEB-1998 13:29 



FROM 



TO 




4<^ 



ON-LINE DISCUSSION OF THE FOI WHITE PAPER: QUESTIONS TO 
CDL 



Draft Reply T o: tSltW\ 

Information about unidentified flying objects is treated in exactly the same -way as all 
other official information held by government - ie it is released to the Public Reeord 
Office after 30 years. It is not normally released earlier to protect the confidentiality 
of those who have provided the information. Although it is, of course, iuTui million 
that you are entitled to ask for under the current Code of Practise on Access to 
Government Information. 

Under our Freedom of Information proposals you would still be able to request this 
information but, as with all other information, it would be subject to the seven 
specified interests (notably Personal Privacy and Information Supplied in Confidence) 
where information could be withheld if disclosure would cause substantial harm. 
However, the independent Information Commissioner would have the power to order 
disclosure if he or she thought that the decision not to disclose was wrong. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
18th February 1998 
OMD/ADf Information) 
Copy to: 
Head of Sec (AS) 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION - CABINET OFFICE INTERNET WEB SITE 

1 . Having received a call from one of the Cabinet Office FOI 
staff this morning (my details passed on to them from your area), 
I learnt that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster not only 
has a web site on the Internet inviting questions from the public 
about the Governments proposals for a FOI, but that he expects 
answers to be provided on the web site within 24 hours. The aim, 
I understand, is to stimulate discussion. 

2. It may be that you have already given publicity to the fact 
that desk officers might receive such calls direct from the 
Cabinet Office and will need to answer in this sort of time scale 
(I was expected to respond instantly), but I confess to having 
been caught unprepared - the more so because the question, whilst 
generally within my area of expertise, was couched^provocative 
terms, and required a detailed background explanation before a 
simple answer could be given. 

3. Understandably, the Cabinet Office is keen to be as helpful to 
the public as possible. However, as far as I am concerned this 
first question will, almost certainly, encourage many more and 
with this in mind I would find it helpful to have some advice on 
handling. For example, should I expect to have anything in 
writing from the Cabinet Office? Unlikely I would have thought 
given the fast response required. And, is someone, in DOMD 
perhaps, acting as a Departmental focal point for questions and 
answers in the event that scrutiny of what is put on the Net in 
the name of MOD is desirable? I should be grateful for any 
thoughts you have to offer. 
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File Note 



D/Sec(AS)/64/l 




;tion 40l 



FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 

1 . Call received from Cabinet Office FOI Branch 
this morning. DOMD called shortly beforehand to *a m that tn©y 
had given my details to cabinet Office for them to ring direct. 
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has a web site on the 
Internet inviting questions on FOI Act. Answers should be 
provided by Cabinet Office within 24 hours. 



Question: 

Please release all information about UFOs. 
in keeping it secret any more. 



There is no point 



The questioner had not provided detaj^s^f^ yieir name or address 
but used their Internet name ofp^^^^^^^ 
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After explaining in full to the background ie MOD's limited 
interest, what was held on file, and the need to respect witness 
confidentiality at least for 30 years, quantity of paper records 
that would need to be sanitised etc, I provided the following: 

Answer: Files will be released to the Public Record Office 
at the 30 year point under the terms of the Public Record 
Act. MOD currently has no plans to change this in order to 
protect witness confidentiality. 
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Sec<AS)* 

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloc Manor* 
CPRO 







To- f ASA 
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' by fix 



SECURITY NUISANCE 




Reference: . 

A. D/CSSWCMT/46/23/2359 dated 21 January 1998 



l^^Pjease find attached a copy of a Loose Minute from (Sec)SS abonti {SRWiBffl 
BraSlfft - 'if o> i his ongoing queries about the role of RAF Rudloe Maiioi?^ — 

2. A recent letter included questions about the Conform Computer Centre (CCC), 
which comes under the auspices of the Procurement Executive (PE) and addressees may 
be interested to see the proposed draft reply from (Sec)SS. 
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D/CS8E/CMT/46/23/2359 
,21 January 1998 

ABWfTHtQff«B 

Copies to: 

ftrflQLC 
DNucPo)2a 
PC(SSE) 

CCC Unit Security Officer 



(i«Lz*i B if 1»P Ik 



pwsWTFsxNaW 



SRCDRTTY NUISANCE M 

Reference: D/CSSE/CMT46/23/2359 dated 23 September 1997 

1. The reference, copy attached, alerted you to a securitynuisaoce in the fonnof a 
journalist foam "The Truthseekers Review" who believes that aliens and space ctaft 
arc being hidden unda^ound by. (he MOD «t various sites firownd the ibiintry. He 
has been a nuisance correspondent of the RAP for some time and they hays now keen 
advised by the Cabinet Office and the Minister for the Armed Forces that they may 
"draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with hta". However, this does not 
extend to ignoring any new question he may raise. 

2. Amongst his intrusions on the RAF he included taids. armed with ■ ' 
video cameras, on the Corsham Computer Centre (CCC) three times last Year. 
The RAF were oblised to inform him thai this facility was iiot part of Radios 
Manorbut belonged to MODCPE). As a result, and as we oqiected, Ik? has written his 
first letter to the PE requesting inibmation about CCC, 

3. From the reference above, you will note the reasaiswlry we wotildprtfettoallay 
his suspicions at the outset, rather than arouse them farther and therefore! as agreed in 
September, we would be grateful if you would reply on behalf of CSSE. : 

4. I attach at ANNEX A a draft response fcs^o^toajd ^toy cwcnstoniaryfoiinBt 
and would be grateful if you could reply to fj^Rfl^ff ** wm ** PO***^*- ^* ' 
should reply within 20 days of receipt of an TnqunySom a m ember of the publ ic and 
bis letter did not reach us until 8 January. I vriH forward by post hard copies of»S§ Ct i O (1 40 
^^^^ ad the letter from MIN{AF). . "™ 



5. If von require any more information please do not hgsitate.to contact me. 
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ANNEX A to D/CSSE/CMTM*V231ii2359 
dated 21 January 1»$ 



Tlratt Letter f™" the AB W Vres* Ofltce 



Thank you for your letter of 16 December 1997 asking about flicCoraham Computer 
Centre. I can confirm that it is the responsiWHty of the MOD Procurement Executive 
(PE). The PE's task it to obtain the equipment requited by use Aimed Forces. About 
1 00 people work at die site, which is of modest size occupying what was pace & 
chamber of the old quarry workings. It is not connected with RAFRudloe Manor. 

The facility is not a planning and operations centre. It bouses a suite of FE computers 
which are sited underground so that (liiae those of London Transport) they are 
insulated from envutaunenfal effects. 

I regret to have to inform you that access to the Computer Centre is wnf^isd to MOD 
personnel and MOD Contractors. We are unable to o£fa facilities to journalists. 



Yoira sincerely, 

lrf?53bfh 4(J 

MOD(PE) Press OfBee 
MOD Abbey Wood #1 
Bristol BS348JH 



** tritai oaae An; 



'jg98Hs<*S>/64/l 
29 Jan 98 



PI Sec 



LETTER FROM MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC ENQUIRING ABOUT THE WORK OF DI55 
AND DSTI 



1. The attached letter at TAB A, was recently forwarded to 
Sec (AS) 2 by DI55 for actior^^Onexami nation of its contents 
though, the correspondent KkSh^^EiIjI is seekin g the public 
line on the work and activities of DI55 and DSTI. Although Wg Cdr 
|ves that the correspondent is interested in "UFO" 
mention of this is made in the letter and we should 
not make the connection. I believe that it would be more 
appropriate for the letter to be answered by DI Sec in a more 
general manner, a^^^as^ in t he first instance. If, on receipt of 
such a response, EKH^^flthan seeks to braoden his enquiries into 
"UFO" matters, weFwii± of 5dHr ' ' 
that time. 



irse pick up any necessary action at 



2. I also attach (at TAB B), a hastener from 
received this morning. 
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Sec(AS)2 (MB8247) 
LETTER FROM 
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1 . Please find enclosed a letter from af sreHnflB ^' jesting information on DI55. It has been routed 
to us because of the mention of DI55, but itts actually addressed to Air Staff 2a, which I believe may be your 
former post title. 



2. I suspect that ISTsfSlR'' res«ift:h concerns UFOs and that it may be more appropriate for you to 
provide a response on our behalf. — 
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WgCdr 
DI55c 

WH273A ^■tfen 40 



Enclosed: 

Letter + Envelope from 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/DOMD/2/3/4 

28 January 1998 

Sec(AS) 2a 1 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 

am writing in response to your letter dated 22 January to|^£ 
E^HITs^q^inriQ about progress on a freedom of information white pape T," I " 
wouTd'fiKe to ta ke this opportunity to introduce myself as his replacement at 
DOMD and to provide you with some background information on developments 
since you last got in touch. 

2. Things have really moved on in terms of open government over the past 
six months or so - the most important development being the publication on 1 1 
December of the Freedom of Information White Paper, entitled "Your Right to 
Know - the Government's Proposals for a Freedom of Information Act". The 
consultation period for the White Paper lasts until the end of February and will be 
followed by a draft Bill this Spring - the formal Bill is expected to be laid before 
Parliament during the 1998/99 session. Until that time, the Code of Practice on 
Access to Government Information will remain, unchanged, as the reference for 
the provision of information. 

3. I hope this summary provides you with the information you were seeking. 
A copy of the White Paper can be ordered using fora^OflfrnnytheJfigistry or 
by ringing the Stationery Office Publications Line oifcraSlKlSffTSl^B [quote Cm 

RPPRHVor can also access the White Paper on the Internet at: 
- http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm' 

4. If you have any further questions or queries, or any comments you would 
like considered in discussions over the next few months, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 
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Your reference 

Our reference 

CS(RM)/4/6/37 

Date 

■ January 1998 



i assigned to the two recently 



T ' Thank you for your letter dated 26 december 1997 raisin* » «.™k= r 

your research into Unidentified Aerial PheLmenaTuAP). <* qu-tow that would assist 

the custody of the PRO or some oth^r « " deCted records transferred into 

assuming sensitiviry prt Zl^S ^25 ""^ t0 30 years, 

closed rtkttaJSSEir.iT"^^^ 1 '^!*'" 
records, wh^Tpeuor^^f^ 





NCi] 






23 


1 


jflLE | 



• 



5. Finally, you asked about radar at West Freueh durine 1 Q< 7 a r i™j, „ f „ 
not identified any files containing the kind ofl ^-— g Ctadt ° f ourrecor * has 



ormanon you seek. 
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Sent: 22/01/98 at 14:41 
To: Hd of CS(RM)1 
CC: 

Ref : 1550 
Subject: |SI95ffl^KTSl^^l DRAFT 

Text: Please see attached 
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■ DRAFT 
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Priority: Normal 
Reply Request [ ] 



View Acknowledge [*] 
Delivery Acknowledge [*] 



Attachments [ 1 ] 
Codes [ ] 



LOOSE MINUTE 



D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

22 Jan 98 

Head of CSfRMU 



1 . ISUSSfH^EHLLSSSfliiy spoke to you about your proposed draft 
response to Is^SI^^KTSII forwarded under cover of your 
CS(RM) 4/6/3 ^o t^iyjaii ^ and suggested some changes over the phone 
to you, ie: 

(1) Para 2 : First sentence as drafted. Second sentence 
change to: "I can also tell you both pieces were collected by 
the PRO from the MOD. " and delete the rest of the paragraph. 



(2) Para 3 . Delete: "It must therefore be presumed that 
had they once existed they have not survived the passage of 
time." - a potential hostage to fortune. 

2. Now that you have had an opportunity to recall the fi^ewhich 

mentions West Freugh and have discussed its content with ^n)M 
she has a suggested amendment to paragraph five as follow&^^ 

Para 5 . Delete current text and replace with: "Finally, you 
asked about radar at West Freugh during 1957. A check of our 
records has not identified any files containing the kind of 
information you seek." 



Any queries please give me a call. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
22 Jan 98 



OMD 4 - 




FORTHCOMING FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT - LINES TO TAKE 

1. It has been a while since I touched base with you on the up- 
to-date position on the forthcoming Fol Act. As you can imagine 
we continue to receive letters touching upon the subject and I 
should therefore be grateful if you could let me know what the 
Department is currently saying. 

2 . The last time we checked with you the position was roughly 
along the following lines : 

"The Cabinet Office has the responsibility for taking forward 
the Government ' s manifesto pledge to introduce a Freedom of 
Information Act. The timetable currently envisaged involves 
the publication of a White Paper before the end of the year." 

3 . I expect we could go on to mention plans for consultation etc 
and the timescales for this if known. I should be grateful for 
your guidance. /V^^^fJiHi^MBM 
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I am a Member of The Royal Society of Chemistry and a writer for Quest Magazine. I spend a 
lot of my spare time researching the MoD's history with respect to Unidentified Aerial Phenomena 
(UAP). 

Si a recent correspondence with Rhoddri Morgan MP, the USoS for Defence, Mr John SpeHar 
MP remarked that in a recent search, two UAP-rdated files were unearthed. I understand from 
PRO-related correspondence that these flies win be available towards the end of January. I would 
be grateful if you could share with me the rile reference codes so that 1 may expedite the PRO 
search when the documents are available. 

I am also interested in any information on UAP-files generated by Air Intelligence, Technical 
Branch 5b, who succeeded DDI (Tech) around about 1962. For example, are there plans in the 
pipeline to make these files available with the forthcoming Freedom oflnfbrmation legislation. 

Finally, I am not sure if you can help me here; however, ace there any technical files relating to 
the types of radar that were available to the Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trial Umt at West Freugh 
between January and December 1957. To my knowledge, the technology was fairly state of the 
art at the time as they were able to plot objects at 70.000 feet. 



I thank you in anticipation and appreciation of any assistance 
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/ "S January 1998 

Sec(AS)2al 
DDI Sec 




UNIPEWTIFmP AERIAL PHENOMENA 



1 . I attach a copy of fsEffilw! ^ :«»at letter to nie raising thee questions the answers 
to which would assist his research into UAPs. Also attached is my proposed reply. 

2. The answers to his first two questions are straight forward: the two recently 
discovered files have been assigned the PRO references DEFE 31/118 and 119 and the 
MOD holds no cache of Air Intelligence papers (thus release under the fonhcoming FOI 
legislation is academic). 

3. To his third question, radar at West Freugh, a preliminary search through the most 
likely classes has, unsurprisingly, produced no records. I have though identified an as 
yet unreleased rile on the incident at West Freugh. AIR 2/18564 1957-1971 UFO 
reports: West Freugh 1957 transferred to the PRO August 1 997 tor release in 2002. 1 
am arranging for this file to be recalled from Kew just in case it contains any relevant 
information. 

4 - be unaware of the existence of this file because it is current PRO 

practise not 10 publicly reveal the titles of records under 30 years old unless other files 
within the vicinity of that record on their published lists have been released either at the 
normal point or in advance of 30 years. I ttiink we can assume that once the existence of 
this file is known there will be demands for its release together with the other 50 or so 
unreleased UFO files earmarked for Kew covering the period through to 1972. 

5. Comments on my proposed reply to 
re the early release of UFO files. 



SHare welcome together with any views 
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DRAFT REPLY TO 



Section 



Thank you for your letter dated 26 December 1997 raising a number ol 
would assist your research into Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). 



To your first question, the Public Record Office references assigned to the two recently 
discovered UAP files are DEFE 31/118 and 119- 1 can also tell you both pieces were M 
collected by the PRO on A DecemU,i 199 T. It is hoped .all r^i dt^- adrajnl^tive acTTon 
wfe-beeem pl eted to ward s di e m d e SS m rnu^iha ^ ^MJ - ^ f^f^ff^^f^ 



On the question of UAP files created by Air Intelligence AI5b, until incorporated into the 
new Defence Intelligence organisation in 1964, 1 regret to advise yoa I have been unable 
to trace any such papers in the Ministry of Defence.flt ants* the r afare be pws tmBd that 



- 1 W&xfc '.jTvW. <W ~ 



You may be interested to learn that under the terms of the Public Records Act, 1 958 and 
1967, all government departments are required to review their records selecting those 
thought worthy of permanent preservation and destroying all others. Selected records are 
transferred into the custody of the PRO, or some other suitable museum, for release to 
the public after 30 years, assuming sensitivity permits. Records assessed as too sensitive 
for release at the normal point are closed with me agreement of the Lord Chancellor until 
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release is possible. Lists of preserved records, whether open or dosed, are available to 
researchers at the PRO. 



Finally, you asked about radar at West Freugh during 1957. On the b na ia that-surviving 
exmiralionof^mosjUikd^ 
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A Die-Hard Issue 



CIA's Role in the Study of UFOs, 1947-90 



Gerald K. Haines 



An extraordinary 95 percent of all Americans have at least heard or read something about 
Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs), and 57 percent believe they are real. (1) Former US Presidents 
Carter and Reagan claim to have seen a UFO. UFOlogists-a neologism for UFO buffs--and private 
UFO organizations are found throughout the United States. Many are convinced that the US 
Government, and particularly CIA, are engaged in a massive conspiracy and coverup of the issue. The 
idea that CIA has secretly concealed its research into UFOs has been a major theme of UFO buffs 
since the modern UFO phenomena emerged in the late 1940s. (2) 

In late 1993, after being pressured by UFOlogists for the release of additional CIA information on 
UFOs. (3) PCI R. James Woolsey ordered another review of all Agency files on UFOs. Using CIA 
records compiled from that review, this study traces CIA interest and involvement in the UFO 
controversy from the late 1940s to 1990. It chronologically examines the Agency's efforts to solve the 
mystery of UFOs, its programs that had an impact on UFO sightings, and its attempts to conceal CIA 
involvement in the entire UFO issue. What emerges from this examination is that, while Agency 
concern over UFOs was substantial until the early 1950s, CIA has since paid only limited and 
peripheral attention to the phenomena. 

Background 

The emergence in 1947 of the Cold War confrontation between the United States and the Soviet 
Union also saw the first wave of UFO sightings. The first report of a "flying saucer" over the United 
States came on 24 June 1947, when Kenneth Arnold, a private pilot and reputable businessman, while 
looking for a downed plane sighted nine disk-shaped objects near Mt. Rainier, Washington, traveling 
at an estimated speed of over 1,000 mph. Arnold's report was followed by a flood of additional 
sightings, including reports from military and civilian pilots and air traffic controllers all over the 
United States. (4) In 1948, Air Force Gen. Nathan Twining, head of the Air Technical Service 
Command, established Project SIGN (initially named Project SAUCER) to collect, collate, evaluate, 
and distribute within the government all information relating to such sightings, on the premise that 
UFOs might be real and of national security concern. (5) 

The Technical Intelligence Division of the Air Material Command (AMC) at Wright Field (later 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base) in Dayton, Ohio, assumed control of Project SIGN and began its 
work on 23 January 1948. Although at first fearful that the objects might be Soviet secret weapons, 
the Air Force soon concluded that UFOs were real but easily explained and not extraordinary. The Air 
Force report found that almost all sightings stemmed from one or more of three causes: mass hysteria 
and hallucination, hoax, or misinterpretation of known objects. Nevertheless, the report recommended 
continued military intelligence control over the investigation of all sightings and did not rule out the 
possibility of extraterrestrial phenomena. (6) 
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Amid mounting UFO sightings, the Air Force continued to collect and evaluate UFO data in the late 
1940s under a new project, GRUDGE, which tried to alleviate public anxiety over UFOs via a public 
relations campaign designed to persuade the public that UFOs constituted nothing unusual or 
extraordinary. UFO sightings were explained as balloons, conventional aircraft, planets, meteors, 
optical illusions, solar reflections, or even "large hailstones." GRUDGE officials found no evidence in 
UFO sightings of advanced foreign weapons design or development, and they concluded that UFOs 
did not threaten US security. They recommended that the project be reduced in scope because the 
very existence of Air Force official interest encouraged people to believe in UFOs and contributed to 
a "war hysteria" atmosphere. On 27 December 1949, the Air Force announced the project's 
termination. (7) 

With increased Cold War tensions, the Korean war, and continued UFO sightings, USAF Director of 
Intelligence Maj. Gen. Charles P. Cabell ordered a new UFO project in 1952. Project BLUE BOOK 
became the major Air Force effort to study the UFO phenomenon throughout the 1950s and 1960s. 
(8) The task of identifying and explaining UFOs continued to fall on the Air Material Command at 
Wright-Patterson. With a small staff, the Air Technical Intelligence Center (ATIC) tried to persuade 
the public that UFOs were not extraordinary. (9) Projects SIGN, GRUDGE, and BLUE BOOK set 
the tone for the official US Government position regarding UFOs for the next 30 years. 

Early CIA Concerns, 1947-52 

CIA closely monitored the Air Force effort, aware of the mounting number of sightings and 
increasingly concerned that UFOs might pose a potential security threat. (10) Given the distribution of 
the sightings, CIA officials in 1952 questioned whether they might reflect "midsummer madness." (11) 
Agency officials accepted the Air Force's conclusions about UFO reports, although they concluded 
that "since there is a remote possibility that they may be interplanetary aircraft, it is necessary to 
investigate each sighting. " (12) 

A massive buildup of sightings over the United States in 1952, especially in July, alarmed the Truman 
administration. On 19 and 20 July, radar scopes at Washington National Airport and Andrews Air 
Force Base tracked mysterious blips. On 27 July, the blips reappeared. The Air Force scrambled 
interceptor aircraft to investigate, but they found nothing. The incidents, however, caused headlines 
across the country. The White House wanted to know what was happening, and the Air Force quickly 
offered the explanation that the radar blips might be the result of "temperature inversions." Later, a 
Civil Aeronautics Administration investigation confirmed that such radar blips were quite common 
and were caused by temperature inversions. (13) 

Although it had monitored UFO reports for at least three years, CIA reacted to the new rash of 
sightings by forming a special study group within the Office of Scientific Intelligence (OSI) and the 
Office of Current Intelligence (OCI) to review the situation. £14) Edward Tauss, acting chief of OSI's 
Weapons and Equipment Division, reported for the group that most UFO sightings could be easily 
explained. Nevertheless, he recommended that the Agency continue monitoring the problem, in 
coordination with ATIC. He also urged that CIA conceal its interest from the media and the public, 
"in view of their probable alarmist tendencies" to accept such interest as confirming the existence of 
UFOs. (15) 

Upon receiving the report, Deputy Director for Intelligence (DDI) Robert Amory, Jr. assigned 
responsibility for the UFO investigations to OSI's Physics and Electronics Division, with A. Ray 
Gordon as the officer in charge. (16) E ach branch in the division was to contribute to the 
investigation, and Gordon was to coordinate closely with ATIC. Amory, who asked the group to 
focus on the national security implications of UFOs, was relaying DCI Walter Bedell Smith's 
concerns _£17[_Smith wanted to know whether or not the Air Force investigation of flying saucers was 
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sufficiently objective and how much more money and manpower would be necessary to determine the 
cause of the small percentage of unexplained flying saucers. Smith believed "there was only one 
chance in 10,000 that the phenomenon posed a threat to the security of the country, but even that 
chance could not be taken. " According to Smith, it was CIA's responsibility by statute to coordinate 
the intelligence effort required to solve the problem. Smith also wanted to know what use could be 
made of the UFO phenomenon in connection with US psychological warfare efforts. (181 

Led by Gordon, the CIA Study Group met with Air Force officials at Wright-Patterson and reviewed 
their data and findings. The Air Force claimed that 90 percent of the reported sightings were easily 
accounted for. The other 10 percent were characterized as "a number of incredible reports from 
credible observers. " The Air Force rejected the theories that the sightings involved US or Soviet 
secret weapons development or that they involved "men from Mars"; there was no evidence to 
support these concepts. The Air Force briefers sought to explain these UFO reports as the 
misinterpretation of known objects or little understood natural phenomena. (19) Air Force and CIA 
officials agreed that outside knowledge of Agency interest in UFOs would make the problem more 
serious. (201 This concealment of CIA interest contributed greatly to later charges of a CIA 
conspiracy and coverup. 

Amateur photographs of alleged UFOs 

Passoria. New Jersey, 31 July 1952 

Sheffield, England. 4 March 1962 

& Minneapolis, Minnesota. 20 October 1960 

The CIA Study Group also searched the Soviet press for UFO reports, but found none, causing the 
group to conclude that the absence of reports had to have been the result of deliberate Soviet 
Government policy. The group also envisioned the USSR's possible use of UFOs as a psychological 
warfare tool. In addition, they worried that, if the US air warning system should be deliberately 
overloaded by UFO sightings, the Soviets might gain a surprise advantage in any nuclear attack. (21) 

Because of the tense Cold War situation and increased Soviet capabilities, the CIA Study Group saw 
serious national security concerns in the flying saucer situation. The group believed that the Soviets 
could use UFO reports to touch off mass hysteria and panic in the United States. The group also 
believed that the Soviets might use UFO sightings to overload the US air warning system so that it 
could not distinguish real targets from phantom UFOs. H. Marshall Chadwell, Assistant Director of 
OSI, added that he considered the problem of such importance "that it should be brought to the 
attention of the National Security Council, in order that a communitywide coordinated effort towards 
it solution may be initiated." (22) 

Chadwell briefed DCI Smith on the subject of UFOs in December 1952. He urged action because he 
was convinced that "something was going on that must have immediate attention" and that "sightings 
of unexplained objects at great altitudes and traveling at high speeds in the vicinity of major US 
defense installations are of such nature that they are not attributable to natural phenomena or known 
types of aerial vehicles." He drafted a memorandum from the DCI to the National Security Council 
(NSC) and a proposed NSC Directive establishing the investigation of UFOs as a priority project 
throughout the intelligence and the defense research and development community. (23) Chadwell also 
urged Smith to establish an external research project of top-level scientists to study the problem of 
UFOs (24) After this briefing, Smith directed DDI Amory to prepare a NSC Intelligence Directive 
(NSCID) for submission to the NSC on the need to continue the investigation of UFOs and to 
coordinate such investigations with the Air Force. (25) 

The Robertson Panel, 1952-53 
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On 4 December 1952, the Intelligence Advisory Committee (IAC) took up the issue of UFOs J2Q 
Amory, as acting chairman, presented DCI Smith's request to the committee that it informally discuss 
the subject of UFOs. Chadwell then briefly reviewed the situation and the active program of the ATIC 
relating to UFOs. The committee agreed that the DCI should "enlist the services of selected scientists 
to review and appraise the available evidence in the light of pertinent scientific theories" and draft an 
NSCID on the subject. (27) Mai. Gen. John A. Samford, Director of Air Force Intelligence, offered 
full cooperation. (28) 

At the same time, Chadwell looked into British efforts in this area. He learned the British also were 
active in studying the UFO phenomena. /|||g|||^W^Nia^ K_ V. Janes, headed 8 Handing 
capjjjjttaMgpaied ia Juaie 1951 on flying saucers. Jones' and his comi 



i flying saucers. Jones' and his committee's conclusions on UFOs 
fAgSncy officials: the sightings were not enemy aircraft but misrepresentations I 
. The British noted, however, that during a recent air show RAF pilots and 
? flfikiak bad observed a "perfect flying saucer." Given the press response, according to 
*am having a most difficult time trying to correct public opinion regarding UFOs 
a^jglggkl&ws& wmvmzed they were real. (29) 

In January 1953, Chadwell and H. P. Robertson, a noted physicist from the California Institute of 
Technology, put together a distinguished panel of nonmilitary scientists to study the UFO issue. It 
included Robertson as chairman; Samuel A. Goudsmit, a nuclear physicist from the Brookhaven 
National Laboratories; Luis Alvarez, a high-energy physicist; Thornton Page, the deputy director of 
the Johns Hopkins Operations Research Office and an expert on radar and electronics; and Lloyd 
Berkner, a director of the Brookhaven National Laboratories and a specialist in geophysics. (30) 

The charge to the panel was to review the available evidence on UFOs and to consider the possible 
dangers of the phenomena to US national security. The panel met from 14 to 17 January 1953. It 
reviewed Air Force data on UFO case histories and, after spending 12 hours studying the phenomena, 
declared that reasonable explanations could be suggested for most, if not all, sightings. For example, 
after reviewing motion-picture film taken of a UFO sighting near Tremonton, Utah, on 2 July 1952 
and one near Great Falls, Montana, on 15 August 1950, the panel concluded that the images on the 
Tremonton film were caused by sunlight reflecting off seagulls and that the images at Great Falls were 
sunlight reflecting off the surface of two Air Force interceptors. (31) 



The panel concluded unanimously that there was no evidence of a direct threat to national security in 
the UFO sightings. Nor could the panel find any evidence that the objects sighted might be 
extraterrestrials It did find that continued emphasis on UFO reporting might threaten "the orderly 
functioning" of the government by clogging the channels of communication with irrelevant reports and 
by inducing "hysterical mass behavior" harmful to constituted authority. The panel also worried that 
potential enemies contemplating an attack on the United States might exploit the UFO phenomena 
and use them to disrupt US air defenses. (32) 

To meet these problems, the panel recommended that the National Security Council debunk UFO 
reports and institute a policy of public education to reassure the public of the lack of evidence behind 
UFOs. It suggested using the mass media, advertising, business clubs, schools, and even the Disney 
corporation to get the message across. Reporting at the height of McCarthyism, the panel also 
recommended that such private UFO groups as the Civilian Flying Saucer Investigators in Los 
Angeles and the Aerial Phenomena Research Organization in Wisconsin be monitored for subversive 
activities. (33) 

The Robertson panel's conclusions were strikingly similar to those of the earlier Air Force project 
reports on SIGN and GRUDGE and to those of the CIA's own OSI Study Group. All investigative 
groups found that UFO reports indicated no direct threat to national security and no evidence of visits 
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by extraterrestrials. 

Following the Robertson panel findings, the Agency abandoned efforts to draft an NSCID on UFOs. 

(34) The Scientific Advisory Panel on UFOs (the Robertson panel) submitted its report to the IAC, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and the Chairman 
of the National Security Resources Board. CIA officials said no further consideration of the subject 
appeared warranted, although they continued to monitor sightings in the interest of national security. 
Philip Strong and Fred Durant from OSI also briefed the Office of National Estimates on the findings. 

(35) CIA officials wanted knowledge of any Agency interest in the subject of flying saucers carefully 
restricted, noting not only that the Robertson panel report was classified but also that any mention of 
CIA sponsorship of the panel was forbidden. This attitude would later cause the Agency major 
problems relating to its credibility. (36) 

The 1950s: Fading CIA Interest in UFOs 

After the report of the Robertson panel, Agency officials put the entire issue of UFOs on the back 
burner. In May 1953, Chadwell transferred chief responsibility for keeping abreast of UFOs to OSI's 
Physics and Electronic Division, while the Applied Science Division continued to provide any 
necessary support. (37) Todos M. Odarenko, chief of the Physics and Electronics Division, did not 
want to take on the problem, contending that it would require too much of his division's analytic and 
clerical time. Given the findings of the Robertson panel, he proposed to consider the project "inactive" 
and to devote only one analyst part-time and a file clerk to maintain a reference file of the activities of 
the Air Force and other agencies on UFOs. Neither the Navy nor the Army showed much interest in 
UFOs, according to Odarenko. (38) 

A nonbeliever in UFOs, Odarenko sought to have his division relieved of the responsibility for 
monitoring UFO reports. In 1955, for example, he recommended that the entire project be terminated 
because no new information concerning UFOs had surfaced. Besides, he argued, his division was 
facing a serious budget reduction and could not spare the resources. (39) Chadwell and other Agency 
officials, however, continued to worry about UFOs. Of special concern were overseas reports of UFO 
sightings and claims that German engineers held by the Soviets were developing a "flying saucer" as a 
future weapon of war. (40) 

To most US political and military leaders, the Soviet Union by the mid-1950s had become a 
dangerous opponent. Soviet progress in nuclear weapons and guided missiles was particularly 
alarming. In the summer of 1949, the USSR had detonated an atomic bomb. In August 1953, only 
nine months after the United States tested a hydrogen bomb, the Soviets detonated one. In the spring 
of 1953, a top secret RAND Corporation study also pointed out the vulnerability of SAC bases to a 
surprise attack by Soviet long-range bombers. Concern over the danger of a Soviet attack on the 
United States continued to grow, and UFO sightings added to the uneasiness of US policymakers. 

Mounting reports of UFOs over eastern Europe and Afghanistan also prompted concern that the 
Soviets were making rapid progress in this area. CIA officials knew that the British and Canadians 
were already experimenting with "flying saucers." Project Y was a Canadian-British-US 
developmental operation to produce a nonconventional flying-saucer-type aircraft, and Agency 
officials feared the Soviets were testing similar devices. (41) 

Adding to the concern was a flying saucer sighting by US Senator Richard Russell and his party while 
traveling on a train in the USSR in October 1955. After extensive interviews of Russell and his group, 
however, CIA officials concluded that Russell's sighting did not support the theory that the Soviets 
had developed saucerlike or unconventional aircraft. Herbert Scoville, Jr., the Assistant Director of 
OSI, wrote that the objects observed probably were normal jet aircraft in a steep climb. (42) 



5 of 20 



irvwo? pm 



Studies In Intelligence Vol. 01 No. ], 1997 



http://www.odci.gov/csi/studies/97unclas/ufo.litmI 



Wilton E. Lexow, head of the CIA's Applied Sciences Division, was also skeptical. He questioned 
why the Soviets were continuing to develop conventional-type aircraft if they had a "flying saucer." 
(43) Scoville asked Lexow to assume responsibility for fully assessing the capabilities and limitations 
of nonconventional aircraft and to maintain the OSI central file on the subject of UFOs. 

CIA's U-2 and OXCART as UFOs 

In November 1954, CIA had entered into the world of high technology with its U-2 overhead 
reconnaissance project. Working with Lockheed's Advanced Development facility in Burbank, 
California, known as the Skunk Works, and Kelly Johnson, an eminent aeronautical engineer, the 
Agency by August 1955 was testing a high-altitude experimental aircraft-the U-2. It could fly at 
60,000 feet; in the mid-1950s, most commercial airliners flew between 10,000 feet and 20,000 feet. 
Consequently, once the U-2 started test flights, commercial pilots and air traffic controllers began 
reporting a large increase in UFO sightings. (44) (XJ) 

The early U-2s were silver (they were later painted black) and reflected the rays from the sun, 
especially at sunrise and sunset. They often appeared as fiery objects to observers below. Air Force 
BLUE BOOK investigators aware of the secret U-2 flights tried to explain away such sightings by 
linking them to natural phenomena such as ice crystals and temperature inversions. By checking with 
the Agency's U-2 Project Staff in Washington, BLUE BOOK investigators were able to attribute 
many UFO sightings to U-2 flights. They were careful, however, not to reveal the true cause of the 
sighting to the public. 

According to later estimates from CIA officials who worked on the U-2 project and the OXCART 
(SR-71, or Blackbird) project, over half of all UFO reports from the late 1950s through the 1960s 
were accounted for by manned reconnaissance flights (namely the U-2) over the United States. (45) 
This led the Air Force to make misleading and deceptive statements to the public in order to allay 
public fears and to protect an extraordinarily sensitive national security project. While perhaps 
justified, this deception added fuel to the later conspiracy theories and the coverup controversy of the 
1970s. The percentage of what the Air Force considered unexplained UFO sightings fell to 5.9 
percent in 1955 and to 4 percent in 1956. (46) 

At the same time, pressure was building for the release of the Robertson panel report on UFOs. In 
1956, Edward Ruppelt, former head of the Air Force BLUE BOOK project, publicly revealed the 
existence of the panel. A best-selling book by UFOlogist Donald Keyhoe, a retired Marine Corps 
major, advocated release of all government information relating to UFOs. Civilian UFO groups such 
as the National Investigations Committee on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP) and the Aerial Phenomena 
Research Organization (APRO) immediately pushed for release of the Robertson panel report. (47) 
Under pressure, the Air Force approached CIA for permission to declassify and release the report. 
Despite such pressure, Philip Strong, Deputy Assistant Director of OSI, refused to declassify the 
report and declined to disclose CIA sponsorship of the panel. As an alternative, the Agency prepared 
a sanitized version of the report which deleted any reference to CIA and avoided mention of any 
psychological warfare potential in the UFO controversy. (48) 

The demands, however, for more government information about UFOs did not let up. On 8 March 
1958, Keyhoe, in an interview with Mike Wallace of CBS, claimed deep CIA involvement with UFOs 
and Agency sponsorship of the Robertson panel. This prompted a series of letters to the Agency from 
Keyhoe and Dr. Leon Davidson, a chemical engineer and UFOlogist. They demanded the release of 
the full Robertson panel report and confirmation of CIA involvement in the UFO issue. Davidson had 
convinced himself that the Agency, not the Air Force, carried most of the responsibility for UFO 
analysis and that "the activities of the US Government are responsible for the flying saucer sightings 
of the last decade." Indeed, because of the undisclosed U-2 and OXCART flights, Davidson was 
closer to the truth than he suspected. CI, nevertheless held firm to its policy of not revealing its role in 
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UFO investigations and refused to declassify the full Robertson panel report. (49) 

In a meeting with Air Force representatives to discuss how to handle future inquires such as Keyhoe's 
and Davidson's, Agency officials confirmed their opposition to the declassification of the full report 
and worried that Keyhoe had the ear of former DCI VAdm. Roscoe Hillenkoetter, who served on the 
board of governors of NICAP. They debated whether to have CIA General Counsel Lawrence R. 
Houston show Hillenkoetter the report as a possible way to defuse the situation. CIA officer Frank 
Chapin also hinted that Davidson might have ulterior motives, "some of them perhaps not in the best 
interest of this country," and suggested bringing in the FBI to investigate. (50) Although the record is 
unclear whether the FBI ever instituted an investigation of Davidson or Keyhoe, or whether Houston 
ever saw Hillenkoetter about the Robertson report, Hillenkoetter did resign from the NICAP in 1962. 
(51) 

The Agency was also involved with Davidson and Keyhoe in two rather famous UFO cases in the 
1 950s, which helped contribute to a growing sense of public distrust of CIA with regard to UFOs. 
One focused on what was reported to have been a tape recording of a radio signal from a flying 
saucer; the other on reported photographs of a flying saucer. The "radio code" incident began 
innocently enough in 1955, when two elderly sisters in Chicago, Mildred and Marie Maier, reported in 
the Journal of Space Flight their experiences with UFOs, including the recording of a radio program 
in which an unidentified code was reportedly heard. The sisters taped the program and other ham 
radio operators also claimed to have heard the "space message." OSI became interested and asked the 
Scientific Contact Branch to obtain a copy of the recording. (52) 

Field officers from the Contact Division (CD), one of whom was Dewelt Walker, made contact with 
the Maier sisters, who were "thrilled that the government was interested," and set up a time to meet 
with them. (53) In trying to secure the tape recording, the Agency officers reported that they had 
stumbled upon a scene from Arsenic and Old Lace. "The only thing lacking was the elderberry wine," 
Walker cabled Headquarters. After reviewing the sisters' scrapbook of clippings from their days on the 
stage, the officers secured a copy of the recording (54) OSI analyzed the tape and found it was 
nothing more than Morse code from a US radio station. 

The matter rested there until UFOlogist Leon Davidson talked with the Maier sisters in 1957. The 
sisters remembered they had talked with a Mr. Walker who said he was from the US Air Force. 
Davidson then wrote to a Mr. Walker, believing him to be a US Air Force Intelligence Officer from 
Wright-Patterson, to ask if the tape had been analyzed at ATIC. Dewelt Walker replied to Davidson 
that the tape had been forwarded to proper authorities for evaluation, and no information was 
available concerning the results. Not satisfied, and suspecting that Walker was really a CIA officer, 
Davidson next wrote DCI Allen Dulles demanding to learn what the coded message revealed and who 
Mr. Walker was.i551_The Agency, wanting to keep Walker's identity as a CIA employee secret, 
replied that another agency of the government had analyzed the tape in question and that Davidson 
would be hearing from the Air Force. (56) On 5 August, the Air Force wrote Davidson saying that 
Walker "was and is an Air Force Officer" and that the tape "was analyzed by another government 
organization." The Air Force letter confirmed that the recording contained only identifiable Morse 
code which came from a known US-licensed radio station. (57) 

Davidson wrote Dulles again. This time he wanted to know the identity of the Morse operator and of 
the agency that had conducted the analysis. CIA and the Air Force were now in a quandary. The 
Agency had previously denied that it had actually analyzed the tape. The Air Force had also denied 
analyzing the tape and claimed that Walker was an Air Force officer. CIA officers, under cover, 
contacted Davidson in Chicago and promised to get the code translation and the identification of the 
transmitter, if possible. (58) 

In another attempt to pacify Davidson, a CIA officer, again under cover and wearing his Air Force 
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uniform, contacted Davidson in New York City. The CIA officer explained that there was no super 
agency involved and that Air Force policy was not to disclose who was doing what. While seeming to 
accept this argument, Davidson nevertheless pressed for disclosure of the recording message and the 
source. The officer agreed to see what he could do. (59) After checking with Headquarters, the CIA 
officer phoned Davidson to report that a thorough check had been made and, because the signal was 
of known US origin, the tape and the notes made at the time had been destroyed to conserve file 
space. (60) 

Incensed over what he perceived was a runaround, Davidson told the CIA officer that "he and his 
agency, whichever it was, were acting like Jimmy Hoffa and the Teamster Union in destroying records 
which might indict them." (61) Believing that any more contact with Davidson would only encourage 
more speculation, the Contact Division washed its hands of the issue by reporting to the DO and to 
ATIC that it would not respond to or try to contact Davidson again. (62) Thus, a minor, rather 
bizarre incident, handled poorly by both CIA and the Air Force, turned into a major flap that added 
fuel to the growing mystery surrounding UFOs and CIA's role in their investigation. 

Another minor flap a few months later added to the growing questions surrounding the Agency's true 
role with regard to flying saucers. CIA's concern over secrecy again made matters worse. In 1958, 
Major Keyhoe charged that the Agency was deliberately asking eyewitnesses of UFOs not to make 
their sightings public. (63) 

The incident stemmed from a November 1957 request from OSI to the CD to obtain from Ralph C. 
Mayher, a photographer for KYW-TV in Cleveland, Ohio, certain photographs he took in 1952 of an 
unidentified flying object. Harry Real, a CD officer, contacted Mayher and obtained copies of the 
photographs for analysis. On 12 December 1957, John Hazen, another CD officer, returned the five 
photographs of the alleged UFO to Mayher without comment. Mayher asked Hazen for the Agency's 
evaluation of the photos, explaining that he was trying to organize a TV program to brief the public 
on UFOs. He wanted to mention on the show that a US intelligence organization had viewed the 
photographs and thought them of interest. Although he advised Mayher not to take fhis approach, 
Hazen stated that Mayher was a US citizen and would have to make his own decision as to what to 
do. (64) 

Keyhoe later contacted Mayher, who told him his story of CIA and the photographs. Keyhoe then 
asked the Agency to confirm Hazen's employment in writing, in an effort to expose CIA's role in UFO 
investigations. The Agency refused, despite the fact that CD field representatives were normally overt 
and carried credentials identifying their Agency association. DCI Dulles's aide, John S. Earman, 
merely sent Keyhoe a noncommittal letter noting that, because UFOs were of primary concern to the 
Department of the Air Force, the Agency had referred his letter to the Air Force for an appropriate 
response. Like the response to Davidson, the Agency reply to Keyhoe only fueled the speculation that 
the Agency was deeply involved in UFO sightings. Pressure for release of CIA information on UFOs 
continued to grow. (65) 

Although CIA had a declining interest in UFO cases, it continued to monitor UFO sightings. Agency 
officials felt the need to keep informed on UFOs if only to alert the DCI to the more sensational UFO 
reports and flaps. (66) 

The 1960s: Declining CIA Involvement and Mounting 
Controversy 

In the early 1960s, Keyhoe, Davidson, and other UFOlogists maintained their assault on the Agency 
for release of UFO information. Davidson now claimed that CIA "was solely responsible for creating 
the Flying Saucer furor as a tool for cold war psychological warfare since 1951." Despite calls for 
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Congressional hearings and the release of all materials relating to UFOs, little changed. (67) 

In 1964, however, following high-level White House discussions on what to do if an alien intelligence 
was discovered in space and a new outbreak of UFO reports and sightings, DCI John McCone asked 
for an updated CIA evaluation of UFOs. Responding to McCone's request, OSI asked the CD to 
obtain various recent samples and reports of UFO sightings from NICAP. With Keyhoe, one of the 
founders, no longer active in the organization, CIA officers met with Richard H. Hall, the acting 
director. Hall gave the officers samples from the NICAP database on the most recent sightings. (68) 

After OSI officers had reviewed the material, Donald F. Chamberlain, OSI Assistant Director, assured 
McCone that little had changed since the early 1950s. There was still no evidence that UFOs were a 
threat to the security of the United States or that they were of "foreign origin." Chamberlain told 
McCone that OSI still monitored UFO reports, including the official Air Force investigation, Project 
BLUE BOOK. (69) 

At the same time that CIA was conducting this latest internal review of UFOs, public pressure forced 
the Air Force to establish a special ad hoc committee to review BLUE BOOK. Chaired by Dr. Brian 
O'Brien, a member of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, the panel included Carl Sagan, the 
famous astronomer from Cornell University. Its report offered nothing new. It declared that UFOs did 
not threaten the national security and that it could find "no UFO case which represented technological 
or scientific advances outside of a terrestrial framework." The committee did recommend that UFOs 
be studied intensively, with a leading university acting as a coordinator for the project, to settle the 
issue conclusively. (70) 

The House Armed Services Committee also held brief hearings on UFOs in 1966 that produced 
similar results. Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown assured the committee that most sightings 
were easily explained and that there was no evidence that "strangers from outer space" had been 
visiting Earth. He told the committee members, however, that the Air Force would keep an open mind 
and continue to investigate all UFO reports. (71) 

Following the report of its O'Brien Committee, the House hearings on UFOs, and Dr. Robertson's 
disclosure on a CBS Reports program that CIA indeed had been involved in UFO analysis, the Air 
Force in July 1966 again approached the Agency for declassification of the entire Robertson panel 
report of 1953 and the full Durant report on the Robertson panel deliberations and findings. The 
Agency again refused to budge. Karl H. Weber, Deputy Director of OSI, wrote the Air Force that 
"We are most anxious that further publicity not be given to the information that the panel was 
sponsored by the CIA." Weber noted that there was already a sanitized version available to the public. 
£7ZLWeber's response was rather shortsighted and ill considered. It only drew more attention to the 
13-year-old Robertson panel report and CIA's role in the investigation of UFOs. The science editor of 
The Saturday Review drew nationwide attention to the CIA's role in investigating UFOs when he 
published an article criticizing the "sanitized version" of the 1953 Robertson panel report and called 
for release of the entire document. (73) 

Unknown to CIA officials, Dr. James E. McDonald, a noted atmospheric physicist from the University 
of Arizona, had already seen the Durant report on the Robertson panel proceedings at 
Wright-Patterson on 6 June 1966. When McDonald returned to Wright-Patterson on 30 June to copy 
the report, however, the Air Force refused to let him see it again, stating that it was a CIA classified 
document. Emerging as a UFO authority, McDonald publicly claimed that the CIA was behind the Air 
Force secrecy policies and coverup. He demanded the release of the full Robertson panel report and 
the Durant report. (74) 

Bowing to public pressure and the recommendation of its own O'Brien Committee, the Air Force 
announced in August 1966 that it was seeking a contract with a leading university to undertake a 
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program of intensive investigations of UFO sightings. The new program was designed to blunt 
continuing charges that the US Government had concealed what it knew about UFOs. On 7 October, 
the University of Colorado accepted a $325,000 contract with the Air Force for an 18-month study of 
flying saucers. Dr. Edward U. Condon, a physicist at Colorado and a former Director of the National 
Bureau of Standards, agreed to head the program. Pronouncing himself an "agnostic" on the subject 
of UFOs, Condon observed that he had an open mind on the question and thought that possible 
extraterritorial origins were "improbable but not impossible." (75) Brig. Gen. Edward Giller, USAF, 
and Dr. Thomas Ratchford from the Air Force Research and Development Office became the Air 
Force coordinators for the project. 

In February 1967, Giller contacted Arthur C. Lundahl, Director of CIA's National Photographic 
Interpretation Center (NPIC), and proposed an informal liaison through which NPIC could provide 
the Condon Committee with technical advice and services in examining photographs of alleged UFOs. 
Lundahl and DDI R. Jack Smith approved the arrangement as a way of "preserving a window" on the 
new effort. They wanted the CIA and NPIC to maintain a low profile, however, and to take no part in 
writing any conclusions for the committee. No work done for the committee by NPIC was to be 
formally acknowledged. (76) 

Ratchford next requested that Condon and his committee be allowed to visit NPIC to discuss the 
technical aspects of the problem and to view the special equipment NPIC had for photoanalysis. On 
20 February 1967, Condon and four members of his committee visited NPIC. Lundahl emphasized to 
the group that any NPIC work to assist the committee must not be identified as CIA work. Moreover, 
work performed by NPIC would be strictly of a technical nature. After receiving these guidelines, the 
group heard a series of briefings on the services and equipment not available elsewhere that CIA had 
used in its analysis of some UFO photography furnished by Ratchford. Condon and his committee 
were impressed. (77) 

Condon and the same group met again in May 1967 at NPIC to hear an analysis of UFO photographs 
taken at Zanesville, Ohio. The analysis debunked that sighting. The committee was again impressed 
with the technical work performed, and Condon remarked that for the first time a scientific analysis of 
a UFO would stand up to investigation. (78) The group also discussed the committee's plans to call on 
US citizens for additional photographs and to issue guidelines for taking useful UFO photographs. In 
addition, CIA officials agreed that the Condon Committee could release the full Durant report with 
only minor deletions. 

In April 1969, Condon and his committee released their report on UFOs. The report concluded that 
little, if anything, had come from the study of UFOs in the past 21 years and that further extensive 
study of UFO sightings was unwarranted. It also recommended that the Air Force special unit, Project 
BLUE BOOK, be discontinued. It did not mention CIA participation in the Condon committee's 
investigation. (79) A special panel established by the National Academy of Sciences reviewed the 
Condon report and concurred with its conclusion that "no high priority in UFO investigations is 
warranted by data of the past two decades." It concluded its review by declaring, "On the basis of 
present knowledge, the least likely explanation of UFOs is the hypothesis of extraterrestrial visitations 
by intelligent beings." Following the recommendations of the Condon Committee and the National 
Academy of Sciences, the Secretary of the Air Force, Robert C. Seamans, Jr., announced on 17 
December 1969 the termination of BLUE BOOK. (80) 

The 1970s and 1980s: The UFO Issue Refuses To Die 

The Condon report did not satisfy many UFOlogists, who considered it a coverup for CIA activities in 
UFO research. Additional sightings in the early 1970s fueled beliefs that the CIA was somehow 
involved in a vast conspiracy. On 7 June 1975, William Spaulding, head of a small UFO group, 
Ground Saucer Watch (GSW), wrote to CIA requesting a copy of the Robertson panel report and all 
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records relating to UFOs. (81) Spaulding was convinced that the Agency was withholding major files 
on UFOs. Agency officials provided Spaulding with a copy of the Robertson panel report and of the 
Durant report. (82) 

On 14 July 1975, Spaulding again wrote the Agency questioning the authenticity of the reports he had 
received and alleging a CIA coverup of its UFO activities. Gene Wilson, CIA's Information and 
Privacy Coordinator, replied in an attempt to satisfy Spaulding, "At no time prior to the formation of 
the Robertson Panel and subsequent to the issuance of the panel's report has CIA engaged in the study 
of the UFO phenomena." The Robertson panel report, according to Wilson, was "the summation of 
Agency interest and involvement in UFOs." Wilson also inferred that there were no additional 
documents in CIA's possession that related to UFOs. Wilson was ill informed. (83) 

In September 1977, Spaulding and GSW, unconvinced by Wilson's response, filed a Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) lawsuit against the Agency that specifically requested all UFO documents in 
CIA's possession. Deluged by similar FOIA requests for Agency information on UFOs, CIA officials 
agreed, after much legal maneuvering, to conduct a "reasonable search" of CIA files for UFO 
materials. (84) Despite an Agency-wide unsympathetic attitude toward the suit, Agency officials, led 
by Launie Ziebell from the Office of General Counsel, conducted a thorough search for records 
pertaining to UFOs. Persistent, demanding, and even threatening at times, Ziebell and his group 
scoured the Agency. They even turned up an old UFO file under a secretary's desk. The search finally 
produced 355 documents totaling approximately 900 pages. On 14 December 1978, the Agency 
released all but 57 documents of about 100 pages to GSW. It withheld these 57 documents on 
national security grounds and to protect sources and methods. (85) 

Although the released documents produced no smoking gun and revealed only a low-level Agency 
interest in the UFO phenomena after the Robertson panel report of 1953, the press treated the release 
in a sensational manner. The New York Times, for example, claimed that the declassified documents 
confirmed intensive government concern over UFOs and that the Agency was secretly involved in the 
surveillance of UFOs. (86) GSW then sued for the release of the withheld documents, claiming that 
the Agency was still holding out key information. (87) It was much like the John F. Kennedy 
assassination issue. No matter how much material the Agency released and no matter how dull and 
prosaic the information, people continued to believe in a Agency coverup and conspiracy. 

DCI Stansfield Turner was so upset when he read The New York Times article that he asked his senior 
officers, "Are we in UFOs?" After reviewing the records, Don Wortman, Deputy Director for 
Administration, reported to Turner that there was "no organized Agency effort to do research in 
connection with UFO phenomena nor has there been an organized effort to collect intelligence on 
UFOs since the 1950s." Wortman assured Turner that the Agency records held only "sporadic 
instances of correspondence dealing with the subject," including various kinds of reports of UFO 
sightings. There was no Agency program to collect actively information on UFOs, and the material 
released to GSW had few deletions. (88) Thus assured, Turner had the General Counsel press for a 
summary judgment against the new lawsuit by GSW. In May 1980, the courts dismissed the lawsuit, 
finding that the Agency had conducted a thorough and adequate search in good faith. (89) 

During the late 1970s and 1980s, the Agency continued its low-key interest in UFOs and UFO 
sightings. While most scientists now dismissed flying saucers reports as a quaint part of the 1950s and 
1960s, some in the Agency and in the Intelligence Community shifted their interest to studying 
parapsychology and psychic phenomena associated with UFO sightings. CIA officials also looked at 
the UFO problem to determine what UFO sightings might tell them about Soviet progress in rockets 
and missiles and reviewed its counterintelligence aspects. Agency analysts from the Life Science 
Division of OSI and OSWR officially devoted a small amount of their time to issues relating to UFOs. 
These included counterintelligence concerns that the Soviets and the KGB were using US citizens and 
UFO groups to obtain information on sensitive US weapons development programs (such as the 
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^ Stealth aircraft), the vulnerability of the US air-defense network to penetration by foreign missiles 
mimicking UFOs, and evidence of Soviet advanced technology associated with UFO sightings. 

CIA also maintained Intelligence Community coordination with other agencies regarding their work in 
parapsychology, psychic phenomena, and "remote viewing" experiments. In general, the Agency took 
a conservative scientific view of these unconventional scientific issues. There was no formal or official 
UFO project within the Agency in the 1980s, and Agency officials purposely kept files on UFOs to a 
minimum to avoid creating records that might mislead the public if released. (90) 

The 1980s also produced renewed charges that the Agency was still withholding documents relating 
to the 1947 Roswell incident, in which a flying saucer supposedly crashed in New Mexico, and the 
surfacing of documents which purportedly revealed the existence of a top secret US research and 
development intelligence operation responsible only to the President on UFOs in the late 1940s and 
early 1950s. UFOlogists had long argued that, following a flying saucer crash in New Mexico in 1947, 
the government not only recovered debris from the crashed saucer but also four or five alien bodies. 
According to some UFOlogists, the government clamped tight security around the project and has 
refused to divulge its investigation results and research ever since. (91) In September 1994, the US 
Air Force released a new report on the Roswell incident that concluded that the debris found in New 
Mexico in 1947 probably came from a once top secret balloon operation, Project MOGUL, designed 
to monitor the atmosphere for evidence of Soviet nuclear tests. (92) 

Circa 1984, a series of documents surfaced which some UFOlogists said proved that President 
Truman created a top secret committee in 1947, Majestic- 12, to secure the recovery of UFO 
wreckage from Roswell and any other UFO crash sight for scientific study and to examine any alien 
bodies recovered from such sites. Most if not all of these documents have proved to be fabrications. 
Yet the controversy persists. (93) 

Like the JFK assassination conspiracy theories, the UFO issue probably will not go away soon, no 
matter what the Agency does or says. The belief that we are not alone in the universe is too 
emotionally appealing and the distrust of our government is too pervasive to make the issue amenable 
to traditional scientific studies of rational explanation and evidence. 
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(61) See R. P. B. Lohmann, memorandum for Chief, Contact Division, DO, 9 January 1958. 

(62) See Support, cable to Skakich, 20 February 1958 and Connell (Support) cable to Lamountain, 19 
December 1957. 

(63) See Edwin M. Ashcraft, Chief, Contact Division, Office of Operations, memorandum for Austin 
Bricker, Jr., Assistant to the Director, "Inquiry by Major Donald E. Keyhoe on John Hazen's 
Association with the Agency," 22 January 1959. 

(64) See John T. Hazen, memorandum to Chief, Contact Division, 12 December 1957. See also 
Ashcraft, memorandum to Cleveland Resident Agent, "Ralph E. Mayher," 20 December 1957. 
According to this memorandum, the photographs were viewed at "a high level and returned to us 
without comment." The Air Force held the original negatives. The CIA records were probably 
destroyed. 

(65) The issue would resurface in the 1970s with the GSW FOIA court case. 

(66) See Robert Amory, Jr., DDI, memorandum for Assistant Director/Scientific Intelligence, "Flying 
Saucers," 26 March 1956. See also Wallace R. Lamphire, Office of the Director, Planning and 
Coordination Staff, memorandum for Richard M. Bissell, Jr., "Unidentified Flying Saucers (UFO)," 1 1 
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(75) Condon is quoted in Walter Sullivan, "3 Aides Selected in Saucer Inquiry," The New York Times, 
8 October 1966. See also "An Outspoken Scientist, Edward Uhler Condon," The New York Times, 8 
October 1966. Condon, an outgoing, gruff scientist, had earlier become embroiled in a controversy 
with the House Unamerican Activities Committee that claimed Condon was "one of the weakest links 
in our atomic security." See also Peebles, Watch the Skies, pp. 169-195. 
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GAO is conducting a separate investigation of the incident. The CIA is not involved in the 
investigation. See Klass, UFOs, pp. 279-281; John H. Wright, Information and Privacy Coordinator, 
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245-251. 
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Majestic- 12 documents was a complete fraud. It contained the exact same language as a letter from 
Marshall to Presidential candidate Thomas Dewey regarding the "Magic" intercepts in 1944. The 
dates and names had been altered and "Magic" changed to "Majic." Moreover, it was a photocopy, 
not an original. No original MJ-12 documents have ever surfaced. Telephone conversation between 
the author and Bland, 29 August 1994. 
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(a) MR TURKEY'S VISIT TO 
GERMANY 

(b) VISITS ABROAD BY MINISTRY 
OF SUPPLY REPRESEiiTATIV ■ 

(c) SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 0? THE 
LAST JOINT MEETING ^ rr .„ r -, 
ACTION ARISING OUT OF PiinVIOlo 
MINUTES 

VISITS ABROAD BY MINISTRY 
OF SUPPLY REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL IHTBI.LI 

GENCE IN KOREA „„r,™- - 

COMBINED ANGLO-AMERICAN GONBal^. 
"SHOPPING LISTS" 
!* CONSTITUTION OF WORKING PART IE -i 

(a) GUIDED WEAPONS WORKING 
PARTY 



7. "DRAGON j RETURN" 
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5. SHOPPING LISTS 

(a) SLIDING MICilOilETEFi GAUGE 

(b) HELSINKI PAIR 
(o) TC3 ACQUISITIONS 
(d) BINOCULARS 

6. "SHAPE" 

7. METHODS OF IMPROVING IftlSLLIGBHCS 
ON RUSSIAN ELECTRONICS 

™ ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

(a) INTELLIGENCE IN CHINA 

( b) GCIIQ 

(c) A.D.I. SCIENCE OVERSEAS 
PARTY ' ' 

■(d) RUSSIAN MANUPACTU11IKG 
STANDARDS 



1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 0? K3 

PREVIOUS MEETING 

2. ACTION ARISING OUT OF PK3VI0US 

MINUTES 

(a) ORDER OF BATTLE - ASH3ARS 

OF WORK 

(b) METHODS OF IMPROVING 

INTELLIGENCE ON RUSSIAN 
ELECTRONICS 

(o) INTELLIGENCE IN CiilSA 

(d) A.D.I. (SCIENCE) OVERSEAS 
PARTY 

3. ORDER OF BATTLE 

h. SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL 
INTELLIGENCE IN KOREA 

(a) CAPTURED EQUIPMENT 

(b) ROYAL AIR FORCE HISSIG3 



"if! 

8. 01W- ; MIS^ TI0H OF COMBINED 1 HTSLL1 gOCRST 

The f.i o o t i n g had under consideration note by the 
Deputy Di jvc tor of Scientific IntolliKencj ccnceroiiig tlw 
above subject (paper Ho. DGl/.TTIO (DO) II). 

MR. YOUNG oald lie bad wished to be satisfied that there 
war; the organisation for speedily int'orrainif departments 
such as D.S.I, of incidents similar to the appearance in 
the English Channel of the Russian trawlers in order that 
necessary operations could he mounted. He also thought 
that there should 'be some inter-service body, responsible 
for co-ordinating proposed opurations. 

MR. TURKEY thought that the Joint Intelligence Committee 
was tho body responsible for executive action. 

The view was also exn re 8 sod that tin) delay in working 
through the Committee organs. sati on would bo unacceptable 
and that it was desirable for incidents to be reported direct 
to ii.S.I . in order that immedi ate act i on could be taken. 

,iftor further discu union THE C'LIRiiiifJ summed up by saying 
that he thought the Joint. 1 ntelligoncc- Committee was tho right 
body to deal with the problems, ho bad raised but that it 
would be necessary to ensure that 'P. IS. I. was Icept informed 
and fully consulted. Ho would bring out those points at tho 
next J. I.e. mooting. 

Tin! JOINT MEETING :- 

'.l.'orik note .that THE Cli.Jlfti.J'! would be raising the 
subject at the next meeting of the Joint Intelligence 
Commi ttce. 





THE CHaIKMAN said that iiir Henry Ti?i: 
reports of flying saucers ouftht not to 00 
without some investiga ti on • and ho Ik.u, th 
that a small 1) . S . 1 ,/J . T . 1 . . Woncijig part, 
up under the chai rmansnip oi mi-. .lUi-ney 
future reports. 



SSCIET 

i felt that 

il s,.ii ssed 

r- of ore, agreed 
- should bo set 
. investigate 



After discussion it was agre„d that the membership of 



the Working Party should comprise representatives of 
A. D.K.I. (Tech. ) , M.I. 10 and A.D.I. (Tech. ) . It was also 
agreed that it would probably bo necessary av. some time to 
I consult tho Meteorological Department andO.R.S. Fighter 
[Command but that these two bodies should not at present 00 
asked to nominate representatives. 

TUB JOI NT ivinj-IT I KG : - - 

(1) ,-pprovod the setting u of a Wording party 
on Plying Saucers. 

(2) Invited the branches mentioned at X above to 
infoira Mr. Turney ,if .their nominations to tue 
Working Party. 



.1.1, 



h. 



INTERNA T 10 KA L CONF KR ENCES 



THE CHAIRMAN reported on Dr. Truscoo's visit to 
tho International Physiological Conference at Copenhf.gtm 
from 12th - 15th 'August. A D.3.I. Report on this 
subject will be issued. Gince there seemed reason to 
supnooc that International Conferences may be a fruitful 
source of Intelligence in the future, the Chairman 
informed the Joint Meeting that Branch representatives 
wore being nominated to wo ten D.S.I, interests in 
connection with this subject. Hwainotlono so fur v/er-o 

D.o.I. 1 - No nomination as yet 
D.S.I. 2 - Dr. Griffiths - Mr. Gnter 
D.fJ.I. 3 - Dr. Manders 

MR. CAI'jcARD said he hoped to supply a nominee 
for D.o.I. 1 in a few days. 

THE JOINT K EE TING : - 

Took note of the above statement. 



r, KOREA - S OI ENTIFI C AND TECHNICAL IMEL.:iGfiHCK 

(Previous reference: D.:3 . 1 ./J .T . I .C. ( 50 ) 10th 
Mcotiiig, Minute 5) 

THE CHAjEi.IAN asked for a review of the subject 
in accordance with tho decision at the previous root tint;. 

COL. NEVILLE stated that Air Bouciiier wo 

in touch with General MuoArthur in Tokio and all arrange- 
ments wore progressing favourably. 



TfiG JOINT MEETING : - 

(1) Agreed that tho arrangements being made 
for the procurement of Scientific and 
Technical Intelligence on Korea were 
satisfactory. 

(2) Agreed to review the subject at each 
subsequent meeting. 




THE JOINT MEETING had under consideration the 
proposed Terms of Kef erence* f or the Working Party, 

MR. TURKEY suggested that Ho. 3. should read: "to 
report to DHI/JTIc as necessary". 



x Da ID/50/3 15 




WING COMMANDER FORKBY suggested thnt No. 2 should 
rend- "To examine fran now on the evidence on whic h 
reports of Dritioh origin of phenomena attributed Co 
'Flying Saucers' tiro based". 

He also suggested a now Ho.U. us follows: 
"To keep in touch with American occurrences and 
evnluntion of such." 

After discussion it was agreed to amend the Tonus 
of Reference accordingly. 

WING COf.'k AHDifiR FORi.IBY said that, as requested, lie 
had informed Head quarters, Fighter Command, oi tae 
existence of this Working Party. 

MR TURNEY stated that so far he had not received 
the nominations called for under conclusion (2) of the 
last meeting. This was, no doubt, due to misunderstand- 
ing as the marginal side-line had inadvertently be*.:i 
incorrectly shown on the record of the meeting. 

THE JOINT MEETING : - 

(1) Agreed to the amendments suggested by 

Mr. Turney and the amendments and addition 
suggested by Wing Commander Formby. 

(2) Noted that Wing Commander Formby had Informed 
Headquarters, Fighter Command, of the 
existence of the Working Party. 



7 THE USING OF FIRMS FOR OBTAIN ING OVERT SCIENTIFIC 

InV, TEC HNICA L INTELLIGENCE . 

THE CHAIRKAN said that he hoped very shortly to 
visit the Director of Research, Engineering Electrical^ 
Company, ns a first experiment. He would be acccmpnnied 
by a J.I.B. Representative. 

In discussion it wns agreed that the use of firms 
ought to prove n valuable source. 

THE JOINT MEETING: - 

Took note of the statement by the Chairman. 



8. SERVICE TECHNICAL REPRESENTATIVES II! OVERSEA S 

EMBASSIES 

THE JOINT MEETING considered the question of visits 
by such officers to firms or deportments of firms witn a 
view to ensuring there was no duplication of effort. 




10. 



My..??? ni')H;yi-:nHCn I 




DK. TRU ;C la.; c«vc i! 3ur.i«ory o: iiiu j-tctnt 
viait to WoalH^gton i- "motion with the above 
Conference. In the com; - of hxr ^ — « 

the view thi.t .'.nicnctm Int. lii;.. .-j- J r - > '. ; 
equal to the British anal i:u£M. v. ...I aurnaa, it i ; th, 
very nor future, they !«' o U i e, 10.U 

in manpower in. R n>,u.y. Hv wa. elao i ; oree e. . it h 
their Indexing Oyuten an.i ^:t;-i- ■•' -ou.,.m t tu, 
aubjoct with i>.;. Dunne. 



THE ,10Ii:T iThTI G-- 

ThankeJ Dr. 'Pruasjov. for 
a c c o unt o v iii'- v i s i t . 



iiia interesting 



SECRKT 



(■• T .vtoue refere nce WJ/ MlJ^±JJ*P-j'£Z*-. 



I'U. YOUKG a tat,,: that th, above Working 
Forty h;U now helJ ita firat retire ^ V - :J 
sought the npprovtil of the Committee •aj.cern noire 
in the Terns of f; rence. 

TiiL OCIii'f lEiiTIlIG:- 

/.ppr..ved. ttio rovi3Ctl Toms of... 
R^fckrice* tor tiic above V/crlcing Party 



TilT. iii'-L/i'TC 1 ' ->]■ COHt-iaCKCi:.::: 



ai.IkL'T 



12. 

i;R . Y0U1IG inforvao:; the Joint kitting that 
Prof< a a or -.itrattor. ha rt ported to hte on a reeling 
he attendo-l in a-toekhol;v. f to r.iakc arranaa.;anta for 
the r,K ctim-' of the International ;,atronir.ncal Jmon 
in roaco-w in j.urruot 19'51. He r.Kt several Sue u inns sm 
revw-to • (a) Rvmci:>»i=- bctav^ Very differently wtien 
outaiJe the. Iron Cuatuin; (b) they row ana aa rry aaout 
English an. ..m>. rican nw/r.pt.pcrr:: (o) they asan tu 
D B b"on -. t :;t.heaie in !!uc ia and ( :.: ) tacy had read 
controversial articKa ia •'Hature" like Huxley a, on 
Lyccnko. Proi'eaaor tr-ttci. hr.U prciaiscvS to Atttcu our 
interests when h. att k .r..a the l';a± a.ctiag, 



THE jrlaT ; ja/i'Ii: G : 



To i. 

^y 



not- or the 
a. Youru" 



a tate; it- nt 




f 



DEVISE T TitK. Oi? A£F:gALi:C& ('■!■' ''/ORl'Ti^ - T:fY SECRBT 

oh vt.yth o Sauo6& , a± #g:;&2>u v<' Psa/J^r^O" 

1. To fivicw tii.. :iv -il-M.. vVi.j..!,oc in r..ixsrt8 
of : '?lyi/tc H<.iu.a " . 

2. To fxr.wint the-fttfi^Wiec 03: v;ili«li futuf:. 
rtrwi'tr of Briti*ii wliM ph>ui;f*u nr. o4s&-' j-' ; ^tc J 

to 'Tl.ViiV; -.UCC-' b: ' . . 

3. To -m; I'.ij.' t :> "wijuisitc . 





WING COMMANDER FORM BY said that the IVorki ng Party of which 
he was now Chairman, had .net that morning ""J- hau agrees ..n-t, 

(a) It would he more appropriate for them to be called 
the Guided iiiaoilos Working Party. 

(■h) They w«r« not in favour of increasing the membership 
as it would tend to make the rarty top-heavy. 

(c) That their "Terms of Reference" should he revised 
^ on the lines of the draft they had prepared and 
which he would submit-; — _ • 

COM^.ND.;l( ELLUM wondered whether it would not be more 
advantageous for the fuels aspect of RUi.lau nassiX^ - for 
which DSI/2 representation on the forking t> ^ £ 
sought - to be examined by a separate ooay and .or tnio pu , 
it mird:t be worth conoidcring the advisaoility of r,uu.'oouo . 
the now defunct Fuels Working xarty. 

After full discussion, the JOINT MEET I KG agreed that: 

(i) The Guided V-capons forking Party should 

henceforth be known as the Guided Missiles 
''forkir-f Party and reconstit,i;ted t aa at Annex. _ 

The position be reviewed in six. months' time. 



11:, 



(ii) 
(ill) 



Coranandwr Eilum be invited to report on the 
advisability of reconstituting the j-Uols 
Working rurty 



-Party 



THE C'k'-IEf.V I : said that as further information was stiZ 
awaited, lie suggested that the decision whether this Party 
should remain in being should be deferred for six months. 

The JOIiiT MEETING agreed with the above suggestion. 



TOP SECR ET 

7. "DRAGON RETURN" , ^ ... N 

(Previous reference: DSl/JTIC (yO) loih I>itg., ism. 3; 

THE CiUlKi.'AN said that they had not discussed this 
operation for some ti:..-o and he invited Dr. Lees and 
Wing Commander Formby to give the Joint Meeting b iie latesu 
information they had on the subject. 

DR LEES said that three cr four returnees had been 
intorrorated.but the results had been rather oisappoirnmg; 
Mr. Graham was in Her ford at the moment and on his return 
he (Dr. Lees) would be in a position to report mere xu*l, 
and perhaps more favourably. 

'«' wiRG COMMANDER FORMBY told the Joint Meeting that the 

' yield from his angle had been very good, ooth as regard* 
aircraft and guided missiles intelligence . 



THE JOINT MKKTING took note 





" SHAPE " 

GROUP CAPTAIN COLLINS said that his Branch was somewhat _ 
•neaey about the position of field teams and he was very anxious 
preserve direct linkage. He was therefore preparing a briex 
.££51 to unable him to present a case to General Airey before 
is on arrangements had become finally agreed. 



ffor 



Ilia 

, THE ciUIftfcmN thought that thu Joint Meeting would be 
Interested to learn the outcome, and invited Group Co tain loiiiiw 
keep them informed. 

THE CHkI'."(i.^N went on to say that he thought that the inclusion 
it "SHAPE" us a regular item on the Agenda of the Joint faceting ^ 
had now served its purpose and suggested that it shoula. be ffiJ."^ 
fin the future^ 



The JOINT MEETING: 

Took note and agreed that »OBf«PE" should no 
longer be a insular itwn on the *genda, "but 
that anything portal nine thereto, should be 
raised under' "Any Other Business". 



|'7, METHODS OF UTOOVINO INTELLIGENCE ON RP08IAH JJ.ECTIIOKICS 

mc The JOINT MEETING had before them a note/ by the Secretary 
fcovering extracts trim the recent Joint U8/U/- Electronics Siudy. 

DR LE ii, who sponsored the paper, said that ho thought 
fit would be sufficient at this stage, if the Joint Meeting 
approved the pfinci ; ;los involved, as a lurther document _ 
fceing prepared for the consideration of tne ^oint uuo mg auu. u 
ultimate submission to J 10. 

The JOINT MEETING: 

approved the p apor subject to the deletion of 
the word "military" in paragraph (a) , line k, and 
deferred further discussion until tne document 
referred to at "X" .above wus ready for 
consideration, 

/> BSI/JTIC( 51)10 



The JOINT MEETING had before them a Report/ by the "Flying 
racers" Working Party. 

MR TDTO said that he thought that the document should be 
sirarded as" a final roaort by the Working Party and in vx v w ci 
. 3 conclusions r3i 3 W ; suggested that it should now be axssol^ 



TTIC Report No. 7. 





4 

• H fint on to say, f;» 6 ^ |ve 
ianerloans on this sublet , ^ » ' ^ laldu ci , cu iction snouU 

as little PW 1C1 «..;; „ P J Tis-uM. 
be oorifinod to ono copy to 

Ihu JOINT !..i^TIK(i: 

(i) Approved the. Robert. 

forthwith, and 

., , i-' ri -irra-n to -forward 

Mill Invitod t-'"- 5 , . 

1 1 ' a copy ol' tho Hop or t U. 
Sir Htinry Tisard. 



J't* 



1#' 

f 



v 



•i'lfe CHAIRMAN said th ; t ho ^ d ^ff MeLoroloS^al 

Horn: Konc. , Uli;t 

and roport. 



The JCU'ltV -i.-ILiiTING: 

Took r.oU; with a; ...roval. 



I*. i'O'lTJG -id that kp .Co,i r would oo ^^the 

moment for- him to r.u.ot ur. Gi>:.u-i,. 
Thu JOIHT HMEVll'ili: 

Took noto and invited w YwnB to 



(c) 



-party . 



UR „w said thot sineo t£-^gjM* Defence had 
a aS um.dadUuinisU.ation of to 'continuing 
A ir Ministry had hen aoiauwnal ui. xjj-en^ * 
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

DIRECTORATE OP SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE AND 
JOINT TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE 



MJN IJTIiS OF MEETINGS 



No. o£ 
Meeting 



17 th 



Date of 
Meeting 



Papers 
Considered 



23.9.52 



Subjects Discussed 



1952 

1. MR. SNELLING 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

3. SOVIET AND SATELLITE WAR POTENTIAL 
k. OTHER BUSINESS 

RUSSIAN RADAR 



1. MINUTES OF THE LAST JOINT MEETING 

2. PHOTOGRAPHY FOR TECHNICAL INTELLI- 

GENCE 

'HER- BUSINESS 



MHKBUSLIC* 

^^|®EROM-'D;S| 



(b) U.K. /U.S. CONFERENCE ON 
GUIDED WEAPONS 



1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
•LAST MEETING 

MpjJ^iaasiOUT OF PRKVIOUS 
"flfiS. 





3. STUDY OF SOVIET. GUIDED WEAPONS 
k, AMERICAN GUIDED MISSILE DEVELOPMENT 

5. RUSSIAN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

6. GROUND INTELLIGENCE PHOTOGRAPHY 

7. PRELIMINARY REPORT ON ANGLO- 
AMERICAN G UIDED WEAPONS CONFERENCE 

JVISIT TO AMERICA 




(a) 
(b). 
(o) 

IS 



DSI CANADA 

THE STANDING GROUP CONFERENCE 

THE STANDING GROUP INTELLI- 
GENCE COMMITTEE 

J. I.C. WASHINGTON 




(f) ORGANISATION OF SCIENTIFIC 

AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE 
IN U.S.A.' 



(o) That faery ices. provide their own cameras, and 
to facilitate training and after service , 
a standardised camera - preferably a "fiebe*".'c 
should be used, - • • ' 

After further discussion the JOINT MEETING: - 

(i) Approved the proposal that with the ex- 
ception of tha provision of camerns the 
Air Ministry should accept responsibility 
for tho / photographic, needs of till- Servioe 
Attaches and the distribution of the re- 
sulting materiel to interested agencies 
and, 

(ii) Invited Group Captain Collins in' conaultatio 
with Captain Whittle, Colonel Mooro and 
J.I.B. to prepare n memorandum for tha 
approval of D.B.I./J.T.I.c. and ultimate 
submission to J. I.e. 



OTHSR BUSINESS 



cohfidenttat; 



( a ) Publication of E xtracts from D.S.I./j. T I C 

Report Mo. 7 on "Unidentified Flying Oh'fRn.tfl" 



WIiJG COiSiANDER CRIBB informed the Joint Meeting that 
D.D.I. (Security; Air Ministry were contemplating the issue 
of a statement on "Plying Saucers" and they had anauired 
whether the security grading of the D.S. I. /J.T.I. C. report 
could be modified to enable them to make use of certain 
material contained in tha document. 



THE CHAIRMAN said that aa the i&^^elntSt^irtZ^ 
Oi m otion derive d fr a m Americans s ourc es he felt that the America 
should be consulted before any decision* war* taken. It was 
his view however that from paragraph 10 onwards it could bo 
declassified, but he would like to see a draft of the Air 
Ministry statement before it was published. 

After further discussion, the JOINT MEETING: - 

Invited D.D.I. (Tech. ) to convoy their 
views at "X" above to his Security 
Branch, and to inform the Joint Meeting 
if and when thore were any firm pro- 
posals to publish material contained 
in D.S.I./j.T.I.C. Ho. 7. 

(b) U.K./U.S. Conferonco on Guided Wuaoonn SEC 



GROUP CAPTAIN COLLINS gave a brief account of the pro- 
ceedings. He said that tho British toam had not achieved 
complete agreement with tho Americans and nothing had emerged 
from the Conferonco which materially altered tho views they 
previously held; they had however received several pointers 
as to where to look for certain information which should help 
them in making future assessments. 



li AP PROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 

The Minutes of the 18th Meeting were approves subject 
to the following amendments:- . ■ — - _ ... . 

Item 2(o ) " • preferably a 'Robot' " 

— Should read ". preferably a 'Contax' 

Item 3(a )' second paragraph to read: - 

"THE CHAIRMAN said that as the subject was of 
considerable interest to the Americans he 
felt that they should he consulted before 
any decision was taken " 



m ASTIOW ARISMta -OW OP PBEViagS MIMflTES 

Item 3(a). OBOHP CAPTAIN COLLINS stated that he had 
conveyed tho views of D.S.I./J.T. I.e. to the Air Ministry 
Security Branch. 

THE COMMITTEE : - 

Toole note. 



5, STUDY 03? SOVIET OUIDBD WEAPONS 

&ROUP CAPTAIN COLLINS said that until his papers returned 
'from America he had nothing further. to say on the subject. 

THE COMMITTEE : - 

Took note. . . 



4. AMERICAN GUIDED MISSILE DEVELOPMENT 

SQUADRON LEADER HEWITT made a ■statement amplifying his 
paper* 

T HE CHAIRMAN thanked him on behalf of D.S.I./J.T.I.C. for 
his interesting talk, and also, as S/Ldr. Hewitt was leaving, 
for his work as Secretary of the Guided Weapons forking Party. 

X DSI/JTIC (58) 25. 
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Saucers 

"An Object was 
reported ..." 



The origin of the term "flying saucer,'" as applied to strange objects sighted 
in the sky, remains obscure, although authorship is claimed by a British journalist. 
According to him, whilst sitting in a Bronx cafe talking with three New York 
reporters, one of whom ivas doodling on a piece of paper, he observed that the 
drawing looked like a "flying saucer" One of the Americans decided that they 
" had something " there and, within the hour the term was in use. Within two, 
it is claimed that ninety people had reported having seen one. 



Man has always instinctively looked to 
the sky for signs and portents, nor has he, 
even to-day, quite lost his inclination to 
discern and report celestial manifestations. 
It is not the object of this article to decry or 
deprecate such reportings — as Shakespeare 
wrote " There are more things in heaven 
and earth Horatio, than are dreamt of in 
your philosophy " — but it is the intention 
to encourage a rational approach both to 
the objects themselves and to the method 
of their reporting. 

Generally, reports are of commonplace 
objects which would normally pass unob- 
served but which attract attention in the 
light of more sensational stories, and lend 
support to them. Thus a meteor or a radio 
sonde balloon, or even a conventional 
aircraft, assumes in the perception of some 
observers speeds, shapes and movements 
which are entirely uncharacteristic. A 
well-known astronomer has declared that 
his experience of the reports of ordinary 
observers prompts him to reject 95 per cent 
of what they say, particularly when he 
knows that they have been startled by a 
s "dden phenomenon which they could have 



(Restricted) 

observed for no more than a few seconds. 

With such reports we are not seriously 
concerned. There are a number of other 
reports on flying saucers which are em- 
phatic statements of visitations from 
neighbouring planets, and suchlike ; these 
derive both from the imaginings of zealots, 
admittedly quite serious and sincere in 
their beliefs, and from charlatans. 

VISUAL SIGHTINGS 

Reports of sightings themselves reveal 
certain stereotyped patterns. They usually 
describe objects as being projectile-shaped, 
round, oval, or ellipsoidal ; they are 
dazzling-bright, light, shiny, blue-green 
and generally speaking, irridescent, They 
move at fantastic speeds in lateral and 
longitudinal directions ; they also hover. 
Such are the basic lines of description, with 
inevitable variations. 

Practically all of these objects can be 
roughly identified as follows :— 

(a) conventional aircraft viewed by the 
observers from unaccustomed angles 



(b) present-day jet aircraft, flying at great 
speeds and great heights, mistaken by 
untrained and, on occasion, by experi- 
enced observers 

(c) sunlight reflections from aircraft and 
balloons which themselves are too 
distant to be observed 

(d) car headlights reflected on low cloud 

(e) meteorological, radio sonde and cosmic 
research balloons of all types 

(f) bright meteors and fireballs 

(g) planets observed at certain times of the 
year 

ik) birds 

(/) cloud formations 

{k) meteorological phenomena, such as mock 
moons and mock suns. 

There are other reports of visual sightings 
which are admittedly very strange and 
difficult to classify. They tell of objects 
which appear to change shape quickly, 
which move erratically and at fantastic 
speeds across the sky. Under no considera- 
tion could these reports be classified in 
terms of the objects listed above. It is 
firmly believed that these reports are 
made in all sincerity and are in fact 
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actual sightings— but of reflections from 
conventional objects. 

To give a simple and practical illustration, 
consider the erratic movements of the 
reflection on a ceiling from a mirror held 
under a light and moved even slightly by 
hand. Similarly, on a vaster and more 
extended scale, reflections from planets, 
meteors, aircraft and objects on the ground 
may be projected on to cloud formations 
and haze. Then there are the sightings of 
those planets which are low on the horizon 
at certain times of the year and which 
appear to change colour and move errati- 
cally, and at fantastic speeds, when observed 



was carried out by the Americans who 
obtained a subsequent report from a ship 
at sea in the same vicinity. This described 
what was apparently the same phenomenon. 
Members of the ship's company, however, 
definitely identified the sighting as the 
planet Mars, and gave full details of the 
mirage conditions which were prevailing 
on that day. 

PHOTOGRAPHS 

Of photographic evidence little needs to 
be said. There is nothing in the world 
more easy to fake than a . photographic 
film or plate and the majority of photo- 



through haze, or misty atmospheric 
conditions. 

Many reports of such sightings have been 
received and here is an example of a 
particular instance where a satisfactory 
answer was provided. A report made by 
an experienced B.O.A.C. pilot of a sighting 
at 19,000 ft. over Goose Bay, Labrador, on 
Wednesday 30th June 1954 stated that 
objects had been observed, one primary and 
six secondary, which " accompanied " the 
B.O.A.C. aircraft for a distance of about 
80 miles ; all the time they were under 
observation, the main object was con- 
stantly changing shape. An investigation 



graphs which have been seen certainly 
invite suspicion. There are the few 
pictures that have been published in the 
press from time to time which are obviously 
of natural phenomena, such as mock 
moons and suns, and which emphasise the 
probability that the objects in the others 
are faked. 

The two reproductions on pages 3 and 4 
illustrate clearly the considerable oppor- 
tunities for faked photography on this 
subject. That on page 3 in particular 
could, so easily, be an industrial or 
operating theatre lamp-shade complete 
with bulbs. 



RADAR SIGHTINGS 

Radar " sightings " constitute the re- 
maining source of flying saucer reports 
and these reports, generally speaking, fall 
into certain explainable categories. 

Radar Echoes 

Radar echoes can be produced by a 
variety of objects, not all of which are 
visible to the human eye. The majority of 
solid objects which return radar energy 
produce responses on the radar operator's 
tube which are easily recognised : moving 
objects such as aircraft and birds are 
normally readily identifiable by the size 
and shape of the response and by the 
velocities, altitudes and movement they 
exhibit. Meteorological balloons might 
also be included in this group of identifiable 
objects as they normally produce quite 
distinctive echoes, particularly as many of 
them carry reflectors specially designed to 
assist in the plotting of their course by 
radar. However, some balloons, such as 
those used for ionospheric sounding, fly at 
altitudes beyond the reach of aircraft and 
travel with the upper winds at speeds often 
in excess of lOOm.p.h. Radar returns from 
such balloons, when first encountered, 
could mystify a radar operator and give 
the impression that a flying saucer has been 
sighted. On the rare occasions when 
reports of unidentified objects have their 
origin in one of these solid bodies it is 
usually a comparatively simple matter to 
identify the object by enquiries addressed 
to the appropriate authority. 

Within a group of radar targets which are 
not controlled or released by man can be 
included birds, meteorological and astro- 
nomical targets. Birds are of little concern 
as their smallness prohibits responses from 
them except at very short ranges but, from 
the other targets, responses with quite 
unusual characteristics may be obtained. 



Echoes from Precipitation 

Radar echoes may be produced by 
condensed water vapour in the form of 
raindrops, ice crystals or snow, a pheno- 
menon which has been put to good use in 
civil aviation to assist pilots in avoiding 
dangerous cloud formations. 

Responses on a radar tube from these 
targets may cover a considerable area, 
exhibit irregular, diffused boundaries and 
have a rapidly fluctuating intensity. Move- 
ment will generally be related to the speed 
of the main air current in which the rain is 
situated, and it may be anything from zero 
to 100 m.p.h. or more, whilst the targe* 
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altitude may range from ground level to 
40,000 ft. Generally the nature of the 
target is obvious by its size and by the 
pattern of the responses, but the picture 
changes with time and may appear unusual 
and confusing to an inexperienced operator. 

Non-Standard Atmospherical Conditions 

Under certain meteorological conditions 
inhomogeneities occur in the atmosphere, 
and these may be responsible for some 
unusual radar echoes. The required 
condition can occur up to heights in the 
order of 200 miles, but the strength of 
signals returned from such nebulous 
targets is likely to be too low to produce a 
distinguishable response except on very 
rare occasions. Perhaps it is this very 
rarity which assists in the creation of 
another saucer. 

Unusual meteorological conditions can 
also cause radar signals to be returned 
from objects at distances far in excess of 
the normal range of the radar equipment. 
Responses caused by this anomalous 
propagation are superimposed on the 
usual radar picture of the area and can 
lead to confusion. The effect occurs most 
frequently in tropical and sub-tropical 
areas and usually persists for an appreciable 
time, sometimes for an hour or more. The 
effect is well known and because of its 
relative stability and duration would not 
normally give rise to unusual reportings. 

Ionised Gases 

It has been suggested that ionised gas 
clouds in the atmosphere produce a type of 
radio echo which may be confused with 
those from tangible objects. Although 
radio energy is undoubtedly reflected and 
refracted by ionised gases (long distance, 
short wave communications depend on this 
very fact) the effect falls off very rapidly 
above, say, 30 Mc/s, whilst 60 Mc/s appears 
to be the upper limit at which it has been 
recorded. Some of the early radar equip- 
ment still in use does operate within these 
frequency limits but it is quite incapable of 
the definition necessary to contribute to the 
notion of flying saucers. Further, except 
for the very short-lived effects in the wake 
of meteorites, ionised gases in the quan- 
tities required appear rarely to exist at 
heights as low as 35 miles. 

Meteors and Meteorites 

It has been known for many years that 
radio energy is reflected by meteors, and 
knowledge of the fact has proved valuable 
in the hands of astronomers. Meteors 
reach the outer fringe of the earth's 



atmosphere in numbers as high as 100,000 
per hour but only very few survive long 
enough to come within the range of radar, 
the majority being vaporized by frictional 
heat. Meteors approach the earth at all 
angles of incidence, from vertical to 
glancing, and at velocities in the order of 
10,000 m.p.h. Radar responses from these 
astronomical targets appear to be rare, but 
such targets may produce responses at any 
range or altitude, subject only to the 
capabilities of the radar set itself and to the 
size of the meteor. 

Unlike aircraft and balloons the presence 
of these meteorological and astronomical 
targets cannot be verified after the event 
except in the most general way : by 
carefully sifting operators' reports, and 
studying meteorological conditions on the 
paths of expected meteor showers at the 
time of the incident, it is often possible to 
produce a tentative explanation for the 
responses but, because of the transitory 
nature of the target, it is seldom conclusive. 

Radar Equipment Interference 

Another possibility which deserves con- 
sideration is interference from other radar 
equipment. Generally, the cause of this 
type of spurious response is immediately 
obvious but it can happen that the character- 
istics of the two radar sets bear such a 
relationship that the interference gives rise 
to one, sometimes two, bright spots on the 
radar tube, which may for a short time 
exhibit some of the characteristics of an 
actual target. Even in this case, the true 
nature of the response can usually be 
quickly determined except when the in- 
terfering radar set is mobile and the 
operator is unaware of its presence. 



INVESTIGATION 

The investigation of reports of flying 
saucers presents very apparent difficulties, 
the major one of which is that, ninety-nine 
times out of a hundred, the scent is 
completely cold. It is only fair to point 
out that in every other case, i.e. when 
reports are telephoned and promptly 
checked on the spot, the sighted object has 
been identified as a balloon or a conven- 
tional aircraft. For the investigation 
of cold-scent reports there are various 
media through which information and 
assistance are obtained : the Royal 
Observatory and the Meteor Section of the 
British Astronomical Association give 
information on meteors, fire balls and all 
astral phenomena ; the Meteorological 



Office, Royal Air Force Station, Carding- 
ton, London Airport and Bristol University 
cover radio sonde, cosmic research, and 
other balloons ; Fleet Air Arm and Royal 
Air Force units and formations give details 
of aircraft movements ; and the civil 
police assist in the investigation of all types 
of reports. 

From these sources has come most of the 
information leading to the true identity of 
reported flying saucers, and their co- 
operation in the tedious processes of 
investigation is invaluable. An instance is 
given of a report by a man who, returning 
home late one night, stated emphatically 
that he had seen a flying saucer hovering in 
a field quite a short distance from his point 
of observation. The " thing," according 
to his story, hovered and moved slowly up 
and down. Evidence was obtained from 
the local police to the effect that on that 
night, at that time, and in that place, an 
unfortunate farmer had lost a hayrick 
by fire ! 

Generally it can be accepted that, of all 
reports received, the vast majority are of 
things identifiable as one of the conventional 
objects enumerated above ; the remainder 
are unexplained because the evidence is 
either too sparse, too vague, or too 
contradictory. 

As a matter of interest, where the reports 
received are explained it is mainly in terms 
of meteors, planets, balloons, and aircraft. 
Noteworthy among the other explanations 
are included aircraft with rocket-assisted 
take off, car headlights reflected on low 
cloud, and the recently adopted navigation 
lighting system of American civil aircraft. 

Conclusion 

The civilised world has become conscious 
or, perhaps it would be more apt to say, it 
has been made conscious of flying saucers 
or unidentified flying objects : whenever an 
airborne body is not clearly recognised as 
something conventional it becomes a 
mystery whose magnitude varies according 
to the observer's susceptibility. Most 
people are very susceptible to the influence 
of the Press or the radio. A news item on a 
flying saucer promptly induces a spate of 
reported new sightings. 

Sensible and rational reporting of 
unidentified flying objects is the duty of ail 
who are concerned with flying. Apart from 
astral or meteorological phenomena, which 
are of interest to specialists in these matters, 
there is always the chance of observing 
foreign aircraft of revolutionary design- 
As for controlled manifestations from outer 
space, there is no tangible evidence of their 
existence. 
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1. Attached is a copy of the letter I intend to send to RSSfBSBt ii ireply to his letter of 10 November 
(not received at HQLC until S December). AU the information supplied is already in the public domain, either 
from answers to previous questions or from the Station handbook. 

2. With my apologies for the short deadline, would addressees please advise of any amendments required by 
COP Thursday 11 December, after which I will assume a nil return. 
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Please reply to the Air Officer 
Commanding in Chief 

For the attention of CS(FinSec)l 

Our Reference: LC/S56805/3/4 

Date: 10 December 1997 



Dear 



Sectiona l 



Thank you for your letter of 10 November, addressed to the Royal Air Force Rudloe Manor, about the 
underground facilities at the station. I have been asked to reply, and I apologise for the delay in doing so. 

Addressing each of your points in turn, I can advise you that there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe Manor for 
any other MOD establishment) specialising fo investigations into "UFO/flying saucers" or extraterrestrial lift. 

RAF Rudloe Manor b built on the site of underground quarries. There are therefore tuanck underneath the 
station, although most of these are now unused. The lake to *hich you reftr is » emergency watersopphT 
and is one of several ra the area. A loop track ofF the main London. to Bristol railway line was establish^ «, 
tlutt mmnjnition could be stored and distributed safely during World War 2. It w« decommisaioncd in the 
1960s and has not been used since. — «™» u» 

I am pleased to enclose the photograph you requested of the Manor House, which is used as office 
accommodation by personnel at RAF Rudloe Manor. 



Yours sincerely 



'or Air Officer Commanding in Chief 




.S) HQLC 



Fax ^Ktion 40 



10 Dec '97 13=41 P. 03/03 



Section 40 



<^!!«^-^aZTr — 





'-0-V.n.<SJ"-( X<=' 




/ jv^-v J 
i C_J (J 



\ 



Section 







Tue 9 Dec, 1997 9:34 



mailbox standard Page 1 



DATE 


FROM 


SUBJECT 


CODES 


09/12/97 


Hd of CSfRMU 


UFO DATABASE 


[ ] 



Intended: 
Sent : 
To: 
CC: 
Ref : 
From: 
Subject : 

Text : 



09/12/97 at 9:33 
SEC(AS)2A (2) 

583 

Hd of CS(RM)1 
UFO DATABASE 



Delivered: 09/12/97 at 9:33 



Auth by: 




40 ac h an updated list of "ufo" files selected for 
se rvation ■ You will notice a number of additions originating 
from DI (DEFE 10, 31 - the recently discovered files - and 41). 
Copies of the DEFE 10s are on their way to you. We have not been 
able to locate the DSl /JTIC report on "Unidentified Flying 
Objects". Regards jgfjfSHBf 



Priority: Normal 
Reply Request [ ] 



SEE PAGE 
View Acknowledge [ ] 



Attachments [ 1 ] 
Codes [ ] 



i 



uf odata 



TOP ENCLOSURE 



Annex A 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES PRESERVED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD 
OFFICE TOGETHER WITH SCHEDULED RELEASE DATES - AS AT 9 DECEMBER 
1997 

Already open - 19 

To be released: 

1998 - 14 

1999 - 14 

2000 - 13 

2001 - 12 

2002 - 2 

2003 - 14 (1 awaiting 

assignment to 
AIR 2) 

Total - 88 

AIR CLASSES - RECORDS CREATED OR INHERITED BY THE AIR MINISTRY 
AND SUCCESSOR. THE ROYAL AIR FORCE ■ AND RELATED 
BODIES 

AIR 2 - AIR MINISTRY: REGISTERED FILES 

16918 1961-63 UFO ' s : sightings; reports AF/X59/64 
by members of the public Pt 5 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17318 1963 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 6 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17526 1964 UFO files AF/X59/64 

Pt 7 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17527 1965 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 8 



17982 



1965-66 



ditto 



AF/X59/64 
Pt 9 



17983 1966 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 10 

[Pieces 17521, 17982 and 17983 OPEN - released 1997] 

17984 1966-67 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 11 

18115 1967 Unidentified flying objects: AF/CX38/67 

reports Pt 1 

18116 1967 ditto AF/CX38/67 

Pt 2 

[Pieces 17984, 18115 and 18116 due for release 1998] 

18117 1967-68 ditto AF/CX38/67 

Pt 3 

[Due for release 1999] 

18183 1968-69 Unidentified flying objects AF/7463/72 

Pt 2 

[Due for release 2000] 

18564 1957-71 UFO Reports: West Freugh 1957 

18565 1970-71 UFO Reports 

[Pieces 18564 and 18565 due for release 2002] 

TBA April 1972 UFO's 10/45/120 

[Awaiting allocation of piece no. 
To be released 2003] 

AIR 14 - BOMBER COMMAND 

2800 1943 No 115 Squadron: news sheet 

"Bang On" No 1. 

[OPEN - released 1972] 

AIR 16 - FIGHTER COMMAND 

1199 1952 Sept Flying saucers: occurrence IIH1/188/1/17 

reports: service personnel 
at Topcliffe station, Thirsk 
and local public sector 

[OPEN] 



AIR 20 - UNREGISTERED PAPERS 

7390 1950-54 Unidentified aircraft II/127/3/48 

(flying objects): reports 

9320 1957 Parliamentary question on MR 008614/193 

UFO's 

9321 1957 ditto MR 008614/213 

9322 1957 ditto MR 008614/220 

9994 1953-57 Reports on aerial IIH/273/10/4 

phenomena 

[Pieces 7390, 9320 - 9322 and 9994 OPEN] 

11612 1967-68 Unidentified flying objects MR 073414 

11694 1968 Jan ditto AF/S4f (Air) 512 

11695 1968 Feb ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 513 

11696 1968 Dec ditto AF/S4f (Air)523 
[Pieces 11612, 11694 - 11696 due for release 1999] 

11887 1967 Aug ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 507 

11888 1967 Sept ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 508 

11889 1967 Oct ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 509 

11890 1967 Oct ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 509 

11891 1967 Nov ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 5 10 

11892 1967 Nov ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 510 

11893 1967 Dec ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 51 1 
[Pieces 11887 - 11893 due for release 1998] 

11894 1968 Mar ditto AF/S4f (Air)514 

11895 1968 Apr ditto AF/S4f (Air)515 

11896 1968 May ditto AF/S4f (Air)516 

11897 1968 Jun ditto AF/S4f ( Air ) 517 



11898 


1968 


Jul 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)518 


11899 


1968 


Aug 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)519 


11900 


1968 


Sept 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)520 


11901 


1968 


Oct 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)521 


11902 


1968 


Nov 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)522 




[Pieces 11894 


- 11902 due for release 


1999] 


12055 


1969 


Jan 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)524 


12056 


1969 


Feb 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)525 


12057 


1969 


Mar 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)526 


12058 


1969 


Apr 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)527 


12059 


1969 


May 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)528 


12060 


1969 


Jun 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)529 


12061 


1969 


Jul 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)530 


12069 


1969 


Aug 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)531 


12063 


1969 


Sept 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)532 


12064 


1969 


Oct 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)533 


12065 


1969 


Nov 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)534 


12066 


1969 


Dec 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)535 




[Pieces 12055 


- 12066 due for release 


2000] 


12067 


1970 


Jan 


ditto 


AF/S4f (Air)536 


12297 


1970 


Feb 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)537 
ID/48/94 


12298 


1970 


Mar 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR) 538 
ID/48/95 


12299 


1970 


Apr 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)539 
ID/48/96 


12300 


1970 


May 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)540 
ID/48/97 



12301 


1970 


June 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)541 
ID/48/98 


12302 


1970 


July 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)542 
ID/48/99 


12303 


1970 


Aug 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIRJ543 
ID/48/100 


12304 


1970 


Sept 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)544 
ID/48/101 


12305 


1970 


Oct 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)545 
ID/48/102 


12306 


1970 


Nov 


ditto 


AF/S4f (AIR)546 
ID/48/103 




[Pieces 12067, 


, 12297 - 12306 due for release 2001] 


12399 


1971- 


-72 UFO reports 


ID/47/274 Pt 4 


12400 


1972 


Jan 


ditto 


ID/48/117 


12401 


1972 


Feb 


ditto 


ID/48/118 


12401 


1972 


March 


ditto 


ID/48/119 


12403 


1972 


April 


ditto 


ID/48/120 


12404 


1972 


May 


ditto 


ID/48/121 


12405 


1972 


June 


ditto 


ID/48/122 


12406 


1972 


July 


ditto 


ID/48/123 




1972 


Aug 


ditto 


ID/48/124 


12408 


1972 


Sept 


ditto 


ID/48/125 


12409 


1972 


Oct 


ditto 


ID/48/126 


12410 


1972 


Nov 


ditto 


ID/48/127 


12411 


1971 


Dec 


ditto 


ID/48/128 



[Pieces 12399-12411 due for release 2003] 



AIR 22 - PERIODICAL RETURNS, SUMMARIES AND BULLETINS 

93 1955 Air Ministry Secret Summary. IIG/101 

Vol 10. No 3 Article on Flying 
Saucers . 

[OPEN - released 1986] 

BJ CLASSES - RECORDS OF THE METROLOGICAL OFFICE 

BJ5 - ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS 

311 1968-70 UFO: Met aspects AF/M 396/68 

[Due for release 2001] 

DEFE CLASSES - RECORDS CREATED OR INHERITED BY THE MINISTRY QF 
DEFENCE . CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE AND RELATED 
BODIES 

DEFE 10 DIRECTORATE OF SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE AND JOINT 
TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE 

496 1950 April - Minutes of meetings 
1951 Dec 

497 1952 Jan - Minutes of meetings 
1954 Oct 

[Pieces 496 and 497 due for release 1998] 
DEFE 31 DEFENCE INTELLIGENCE STAFF: REGISTERED FILES 

118 1958-63 UFO: policy DI/55/40/9/1 Ptl 

119 1963-67 UFO: Policy DI/55/40/9/1 Pt2 

[Pieces 118 and 119 due for release 1998] 

DEFE 41 FOREIGN OFFICE AND MINISTRY OF DEFENCE : SCIENTIFIC 

AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE BRANCH AND OVERSEAS LIAISON 
BRANCH: REGISTERED FILES 

74 1950 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 4 

75 1951 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 5 

76 1952-54 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 6 

[Pieces 74 - 76 OPEN - released 1996] 



117 1949-50 Unorthodox Aircraft 9017/8 Vol 1 

(Includes UFO references, but limited to British and 
German press cuttings) 

153 1953-54 DSI/JTIC papers D19/ Vol 5 

(Includes a list, as at August 1951, of all reports 
issued - "DSI/JTIC No 7 - Unidentified Flying Objects") 

[Pieces 117 and 153 OPEN - released 1995] 
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PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS - UFO RELATED RECORDS 
— AS AT 9 DECEMBER 1997 

11 classes have to date been identified for records created for 
the defence "intelligence" branches. They contain between them 
more than 15,750 intelligence records selected for permanent 
preservation. 

RESEARCH WARNING. A COMPREHENSIVE SEARCH FOR UFO RELATED 
DOCUMENTATION HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED . IDENTIFICATION OF RELEVANT 
RECORDS HAS BEEN ON THE "BEST GUESS" PRINCIPLE. 

The classes together with the date range and approximate number of 
pieces in each class: 

ADM 223 - Naval Intelligence Papers, 1914-1965, 840 files and 
volumes . 

ADM 231 - Naval Intelligence Reports, 1883-1965, 54 volumes 

AIR 40 - Directorate of Intelligence and other Intelligence 
Papers - 1926-1963, 2706 files and volumes 

DEFE 10 - Major Committees: minutes and papers - 1942-1976, 504 
bound volumes . 

DEFE 10/496) These two pieces contain 7 items 

497) relating to Working Party on Flying 
Saucers and its subsequent report. 
6 items were released in 1996 see 
DEFE 41/74-76. 
(Both due for release 1998) 

DEFE 21 - Joint Intelligence Bureau, Directorate of Scientific 
Intelligence: Registered files - 1946-1978, 77 files 

DEFE 31 - Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 119 files 

DEFE 31/118 1958-63 ) UFO: policy 
119 1963-67 ) 

(Both due for release 1998) 

DEFE 32 - Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 1957- 
1979, 99 files 

DEFE 41 - Foreign Office and Ministry of Defence: Scientific 
Technical Intelligence Branch and Overseas Liaison 
Branch: Registered Files 

DEFE 41/74 ) - Selection of minutes from 

75 ) - DSI/JTIC Meetings. (6 items relating to 

76 ) - Working Party on Flying Saucers and its 

report) . 
(Released 1996) 



117 - Unorthodox Aircraft (ufo references 

limited to British/German press cuttings 

(Released 1995) 
153 - DSI/JTIC papers (incls reference to 

Report No. 7 "OFOs") 

(Released 1995) 

DEFE 44 - Joint Intelligence Bureau: Reports - 1946-1971, 100 
files and volumes 

WO 106 - Directorate of Military Operations and Intelligence — 
1937-1961, 6228 boxes, files and volumes 



WO 208 - Directorate of Military Intelligence - 1917-1961, 5187 
boxes, files and volumes 



4 December 1997 

*** FILE NOTE 



D/Sec(AS)/64/l 



The Press Office received an enquiry from a local Gloucestershire 
newspaper regarding a "UFO" sighting followed by three RAF jets 
seen at around 9pm on Sunday 30 November over Gloucester. I 
checked with the low flying complaints cell who established that 
there were no RAF jet s flying at a ll on the evening of 30 
November, and Sqn Ldr pjKgJUK AO/AD 1 confirmed that no QRA 
aircraft were launchet fr^^^i's^nroir mation was passed to the Press 
Office by phone this afternoon. 
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- TRPTBSEEKERS REVIEW 



1. We have now received notificatfonflom Min(AF)'s office that they are c 
us to cease co-operation withlSBRTB I hr< D written tc| 
of that letter is attached. The iciicr is the, finai version c 
addressees earlier this month. 



Hart for 
i a copy 



2. Should fJlsMlC ' titc ag iiin, i propose merely to send Mm the standard 'contents 
have been noted' acknowledgement by way of reply although I will, of ooiirse, copy 
any further correspondence from him to interested parties. 
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HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND 

| 

Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PEI8 8QL 



Telephone: Huntingdon CTcT 
Fax 





Section 40 


Please reply to the Air Officer 




Commanding in Chief 




For the attention of: CS(FmSec)l 




Our Reference: LC/356S0S/3/4 



Date: 2lj 



November 1997 



Dear 





Section 


40 



Thank you for your two most recent letters, following" mine of 30 September. I can confirm that the RAF 
Rudloe Manor station magazine Hexagon is no longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago 
The current in house journal is ca&ed Manor News. 

As has already been explained by me, and by my colleagues m the Secretariat (Air Staff) branch in London, 
Acre is no Unit based at RAF Rudloe Manor (or at any other MOD establishment) specialising in 
investigations into 'UFOVflying saucers or extra-terrestrial life. 

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you have a number of people who, you 
indicate, are prepared to break their signature of the Official Secrets Act You will not expect me to condone 
this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to do so. What you say in any leaflets you may distribute is 
of course a matter for you. 

The facts about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in my letter of 4 June. Where the activities 
involve sensitive or operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail, although I can, again, assure 
you that there is nothing relating to 'UFOs'. That there are underground facilities at RiAF Rudloe Manor I 
have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are now almost entirely unused. 

In the circumstances, I am afraid that we see no point in inviting you to visit the Station. 



Yours sincerely 
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PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE 

FOR DEFENCE « 

"Or 

LOOSE MINUTE 
D/USofS/jS/28/1/0 
26 November 1997 
Sec(AS)2al 

THE PEOPLE ARTICLE 5 OCTOBER 1997 - "THEY'VE BEEN HERE!" 

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 10 November 1997 

The Under Secretary of State was grateful for your minute at 
reference which he has noted. 
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MINISTER OF STATE FOR 
THE ARMED FORCES 



D/MIN(AF)/JR/2/l/3 

2^ November 19 97 

Command Secretary HOLC 

Copy to: 
APS/USof S 
AUS(HSO) 
Hd Sec (AS) 
Hd Sec(HSF) 
PSO/AML 
PSO/AOCSS 



RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM MR MATTHEW WILLIAMS 



Thank you for your min ute LC/356805/3 /4F&S dated 5 November 
which I have discussed with EBBflBBBill I ( Sec ( HSF ) 1 ) . 



2. The Minister agrees with your recommendation that we should 
now draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with I 
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PRESS RELEASE 

A COVERT AGENDA - 

THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S ^ 
UFO TOP SECRETS EXPOSED Jm 

Nicholas Redfern 

With an introduction by Nick Pope 

The shocking truth of the 
British Government's UFO conspiracy 

"For almost half a century, you have been denied access 
to the facts which lie behind discoveries of monumental 
proportion." Nick Redfern 

A conspiracy of silence has existed at the highest levels of the British 
Government to prevent the general public from learning the shocking facts 
which lie behind one of die most emotive issues of our time - unidentified 
flying objects. Now, the truth can be told. 

Nick Redfern charts the complete history of the British Government's 
involvement with UFOs. And the emerging picture is highly disturbing: 

Documentary proof that the British Governments' official policy is 
to keep UFO information out of the media and away from the public (eg 
pages 65, 87). 

Evidence of top secret "back-room" investigations by the MOD 
and RAF, bypassing the more usual and open channels (chapters 14, 15, 
16 & 17) 

Substantial evidence of the existence of a British Roswell (page 
264) and a British Area 51 (Chapter 15) 

Evidence that even at the height of the cold war, the British 
Government approached the Russians to establish a joint organisation 
investigating the worldwide threat of UFOs. (Chapter 16) 

Nick Redfern is available for interview: 
please contact Lisa Shakespeare on 0171 316 1900/fax 0171 402 0639 
Published >f fjyn^^Sch % ter <£ ^bgr gHJ. £ R 

West Garden PLkc Kendal Street, London WZ1AQ. Fel: 0171-316 1W0. Fox: 0171-402 11639 
Registered in England and Wole*. Number 714516 
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PRESS RELEASE 



Nicholas Redfern 

Nicholas Redfem has gained unprecedented access to thousands of 
previously classified Ministry of Defence and Royal Air Force files on 
UFOs which are published together here for the first time. He has 
interviewed qualified RAF pilots who have pursued UFOs in Britain's 
airspace; radar operators who have tracked vast UFOs flying over the 
British Isles; military personnel who have seen UFOs at close quarters; 
and Ministry of Defence civil servants officially appointed to investigate 
UFO encounters on behalf of the British Government. All these reports 
are by sources well-qualified to evaluate the data, such as airline and 
military pilots, speaking on the record. 

Nicholas Redfern is a dedicated, full-time UFO researcher, writing on a 
regular basis for numerous UFO publications, including the bestselling 
UFO Magazine. He is one of the most respected UFO researchers in the 
country and his reports have prompted questions in Parliament. 

He has contributed crucial material to Timothy Good's books Alien 
Liaison and Beyond Top Secret and lectures throughout the country at 
Universities and conferences, and has appeared on a variety of radio and 
television programmes including BBC TV's Out of this World. His 
interest in UFOs was prompted by his father's RAF involvement in the 
tracking of a UFO over the north sea in 1952, after which he was sworn 
to secrecy by his superiors. 

Having examined the available evidence, Nicholas Redfern is convinced 
that there is an active alien presence on the Earth, and that official 
confirmation of such presence will soon be forthcoming. He is currently at 
work on a follow up book, The FBI Files. He lives in Walsall in the 
West Midlands. 

Nick Redfern is available for interview: 
please contact Lisa Shakespeare on 0171 316 1900/fax 0171 402 0639 
Published by Simon & Schuster on 6 October 1997. 
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"For almost half a century, you have been 
denied access to the facts which lie behind 
discoveries of monumental proportion." 

Nicholas Redfern 

The shocking truth of the British Government's UFO 
conspiracy is revealed for the first time in,,, 

A COVERT AGENDA 

WITH AN INTRODUCTION BY NICK POPE 

A conspiracy of silence has existed at the highest levels of the British 
Government to prevent the general public from learning the shocking facts 
which lie behind one of the most emotive issues of our time - unidentified 
flying objects. Now, the truth can be told. 

NICHOLAS REDFERN has gained unprecedented access to thousands 
of previously classified Ministry of Defence and Royal Air Force files on 
UFOs which are published together here for the first time. He has 
interviewed qualified RAF pilots who have pursued UFOs in Britain's 
airspace; radar operators who have tracked vast UFOs flying over the 
British Isles; military personnel who have seen UFOs at close quarters; 
and Ministry of Defence civil servants officially appointed to investigate 
UFO encounters on behalf of the British Government. All these reports are 
by sources well-qualified to evaluate the data, such as airline and military 
pilots, speaking on the record. 

Having examined the available evidence, NICHOLAS REDFERN is 
convinced that there is an active alien presence on the Earth, and that 
official confirmation of such presence will soon be forthcoming. 
NICHOLAS REDFERN is a dedicated, full-time UFO researcher, 
writing on a regular basis for numerous UFO publications, including the 
bestselling UFO Magazine. He is one of the most respected UFO 
researchers in the country and his reports have prompted questions in 
Parliament. 

Copies available in ail good bookshops from 6 October, 

price £16.99. To order a copy, p&p free, please phone our 

mail order hotline on 01624 675137. 
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THE PEOPLE ARTICLE 5 OCTOBER 1997 - "THEY'VE BEEN HERE 1 " 

Reference: D/OSof S/JS/28/1/0 dated 27 October 1997. 
Issue 

1. To provide advice on the Sunday People Article, "They've Been 
Here" of 5 October. 

Recommendation 

2. That Minister notes the following information. 
Background 

The Author 

3. The article is clearly linked to the recent publication of "A 
Covert Agenda". The author of the book, Nicholas Redfern, is a 
full-time " UFO" researcher and is well-known to us. Since Apr 92 
he has written some 25 times asking about the MOD'S policy on 
"UFOs" and the way reports of sightings are handled by the 
Department, the majority of the letters being between Apr 92 and 
Jun 94 when Nicholas Pope was the Sec (AS) 2a desk officer. 

The Book 



4. Mr Redfern is convinced that "UFO/flying saucers" and 
extraterrestrial life are a matter of fact and his book is written 
from that perspective. He believes that the MOD and, therefore, 
the Government is fully aware of evidence to prove this and is 
withholding the information from the public. The introduction to 
the book is written by Nicholas Pope who has had books about 
"unidentified flying objects" and the alien abduction phenomena 
published since leaving Sec(AS)2a and moving to another Branch. 

The Sunday People Article 

5. The alleged events in Case Histories 1-4 and number 8, and 
the events at RAF West Freugh all happened over 20 years ago and 
there is nothing in our current Branch files to substantiate any 
of the claims made. Any information on the 'alleged' incidents 
more than thirty years old (Case Histories 1, 2 and 8) will now be 
held in the Public Record Office and is, therefore, freely 
available for interpretation by ' ufologists ' . To research the 
claims made in Case Histories 3 and 4 would require the recall of 

1 



archived files and a detailed trawl of their contents. This would 
be a time consuming exercise but, should Minister consider such 
further action necessary, we will set action in hand to recall the 
files. We have been able to confirm that there were no military 
aircraft crashes in the UK on 23 Jan 74, the date mentioned in 
Case History 3, which might have accounted for any unusual air 
activity. 

6. Our 'UFO' report files reveal that on the date cited in Case 
History 5, 19 July 1991, three reports of 'UFOs' were received, 
one of which came from Kingsley, Staffordshire, very close to 
Ipstones. Th^sreoort bore abroad^_similar description but the 
witnesses, a BrBiB^B and a EERI^ffl' not see anything 
falling to tl fl^rWflffrr T heri^is nothing- on the file to indicate 
that any further action was considered necessary to investigate 
what might have been seen. The other reports on that day came 
from Peterhead (Grampion) and Brampton (near Carlisle) and, again, 
no further action was taken following their receipt. As USofS 
will already be aware, it is not our practice to investigate 
reports of sightings unless there is evidence of a potential 
military threat. 

7. The RAF Boscombe Down Case, in 1994 (No 6) was the subject of 
a Parliamentary Question that year (Official Report 1 Dec 94, 

Col 907 - copy attached) . Although the Department was aware at 
the time of Press interest, staff at Boscombe Down confirmed that 
there was no aircraft crash there on 2 6 Sep 94, or indeed at all 
in 1994. The only flying out of RAF Boscombe Down which took 
place that night was by two Royal Navy Sea King helicopters in 
support of a military Exercise. Claims that members of the public 
were turned away by police roadblocks may have arisen from some 
confusion over dates. On 12 Aug 94, a Tornado participating in a 
trial made an emergency landing there after the decoy target under 
trial failed to jettison. The Tornado landed with a trailing 375 
ft steel cable and, for safety reasons, roads close to Boscombe 
Down were closed to traffic while the aircraft passed overhead. 

8. Following receipt of a letter in Jan 95 from a member of the 
public, an RAF Police investigation was initiated into the 
incident cited in Case History 7. Their enquiries revealed that a 
member of the public had contacted the fire services to report 
seeing smoke in a field, but was unable to identify the source. 
The local emergency services attended the scene and found a 
smouldering bale of hay which they extinguished. The RAF Police 
investigation did not reveal any evidence to suggest an item had 
fallen from an aircraft in the Evesham area on the day in 
question. There were no Royal Navy vehicles in attendance at the 
incident and the local police advised that nothing was removed 
from the scene. 

RAF Rudloe Manor 



9. The role of Rudloe Manor is constantly misrepresented and 
exaggerated by "UFO" enthusiasts and the media. Many "ufologists" 

2 



believe MOD "UFO" investigations have been carried out there in 
the past and that this continues today. Until 1992 the Flying 
Complaints Flight, part of the HQ Provost and Security 
Services (UK) based at RAF Rudloe Manor, was the central collection 
point for any "UFO " reports made to RAF stations (from whatever 
source, i.e. members of the public or service personnel). Its 
function was simply to record receipt of the report and pass it 
directly to Sec(AS)2a. Sec(AS)2a, as the Departmental focal 
point, was tasked with taking any further action, including 
consulting defence experts as necessary to establish whether what 
had been seen had any defence implications. 

10. Since 1992, reports received by air force stations and 
military establishments have been forwarded direct to Sec (AS) 2a 
and the extent of Rudloe Manor's involvement in the " UFO" 
reporting process, in common with all other RAF stations, has been 
only to note the details of anything reported in their local area 
and forward the information to Sec(AS). 

Conclusion 

11. Nicholas Redfern's book (a copy is available if required) is 
simply the latest seeking to prove the existence of "UFOs" and 
extraterrestrial lifeforms by re-interpreting events of the last 
50 years. The first generally accepted sighting of a "UFO" 
occurred in June 1947 in the USA. There has been a considerable 
amount of media coverage this year to celebrate the 50th 
anniversary of this event and the Sunday People is simply giving 
advance publicity to one of the many books on this subject. 
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Aerospace concerning the use of RAF B cutwaters aa a 
base in connection with the showground air combat range. 
Mr. Soames: None. 

Aircraft kccWeats 

Mr. Redmond: To : ask the Secretary of Slate for 
Defence if he will make a statement en the air crash at 
Boscombc Down airfield cm the evening of 26 September. 

Mr. Soames: l am »w«c of a press report of such aa 
incident Staff at Boscomhe Down have confraned. ' 
however, that there was no crash at the unit on that date, 
or, indeed, to far this. year. The only flying which look 
place that night waa the launch of two Royal Navy Sea 
King helicopters in support of an exercise. 

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of Stabs for 
Defence how many man hours were spent on repairs to 
Tornado ZA611 following its accident in December 1986; 
and on what dates the aircraft has been flown since, its 
accident. 

Mr. Scarries: Tornado ZA61 1 was repaired in industry, 
and the details of the contract covering die repair remain 
commercially confidential. Since its accident, the aircraft 
was flown on 10. 22 and 28 January 1993. The malt 
has since been held in storage pending its entry , into a 
modification programme, after which it will return to 
active service. 

Mr. Redmond: To wk the Secretary of State for 
Defence if he will make a statement on the date and 
ciiuimstances of the accident to Tornado R3 serial 
number carried out on the aircraft since its accident, and 
by which unit; what is the estimated additional number of 
man hours required to complete repairs to the aircraft; and 
what is the estimated total cost of restoring the aircraft to 
front low service following its accident 

Mr. Sownes: Tornado F3 ZE2S0 was damaged on 
27 March 1992 during engine ground turn. To date. 
RAF tradesman have expended 9,025 man hours on the 
repair, and it is estimated that a further 7,090 man 
hours win be required before the aircraft cen be restored 
to service. The labour costs of returning the .aircraft to - 
service are estimated at approximately £800,000. The 
cost of spares and materials, which have been provided 
from existing stocks, could be provided only el 
disproportionate cost. 

International Chart Service 

Mr. Redmond: To ask die Secretary of Stale for 
Defence if he will place in the Library a copy of the 
International Chart Service North sea-southern sheet 
1:750,000 2182A. B4T.1043. published at Taunton on 10 
August 1973. 

Mr. Soames: It is not our usual practice to lay such 
charts utbeUbrary. They are widely available, however, 
from cominercial sources. 



Hercules Fleet 

Mr. Jacques Arnold: To asX the Secretary of State for 
Defence when he expects to be able to make an 
announcement on the future of the RAF s Hercules fleet 
Mr. Freeman: We hope to be able to make an 
t shortly. 



Mr. McAHetu To ask the Secretary of State for 
Defence if he will provide a breakdown by military rank 
and civilian grade of (be number of service personnel aol 
civilian staff employed in (a) the peraoimet and tranune 
command and f»> the logistics mmmsnrl 

Mr-Saamaai TV strength of the two cornroands at at 
1 October 1994 it as fallows: 
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stmaib of Vennmiet and Trailing Cosnrnsad bat is employed 
elsewhere. This is the eats for a number of other personnel, bat 
separate figures could only be provided <t diipropcTUoeaie no* 
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ALLEGED ACCIDENT AT BOSCOMBE DOWN - 26 SEP 94 

1. You asked for advice on claims, contained in a edition of the 
Sunday People, that there had been an accident involving a "UFO" 
at Boscombe Down on 26 Sep 94. I hope the following will be 
useful . 

2 . Reports about an accident at Boscombe Down involving an 
unidentified aircraft first appeared in the Dec 94 edition of "Air 
Forces Monthly" . This claimed that "at 11pm, an unidentified 
small, twin-tail fighter", possibly a TR-3A, "the existence of 
which the US government has yet to officially acknowledge" had 
"crashed onto the runway at Boscombe Down. By daylight, the 
aircraft had been covered over, apart from its twin fins, and all 
roads around the airfield had been sealed off. Two days later the 
wreck was loaded onto a C-5 Galaxy and flown to Air Force Plant 42 
at Palmdale, California." 

3. The magazine has subsequently followed up this story with a 
more detailed 'investigative' report, but we have not retained a 
copy. However, as far as I can remember, the claims in the Sunday 
People article that there were eyewitnesses to the crash who said 
that the "craft was completely silent and was able to hover 
vertically" - and was thus not an aircraft at all - are entirely 
new. 

4. Claims that enthusiasts were turned away by police roadblocks 
may have arisen from some confusion over dates. On 12 Aug 94, a 
Tornado engaged on a trials programme made an emergency landing at 
Boscombe Down after the decoy target under trial failed to 
jettison. As a result, the Tornado was forced to land trailing a 
375 ft steel cable and, for safety reasons, roads close to 
Boscombe Down were closed to traffic while the aircraft passed 
overhead. A copy of a contemporary press article is attached. 

5. Finally, I attach a copy of a Parliamentary Question about 
the alleged accident at Boscombe Down and the appropriate 
background papers . _______ 




police to 



By David Humphrey 

THE RAF has launched 
an inquiry after a Tor- 
nado jet fighter-bomber 
was forced to make an 
emergency landing at a 
West air base after a 
mechanical failure. 

Police had to close the A345 
Salisbury-Amesbury road to en- 
able the plane, trailing a 375ft 
8 tee] cable attached to a decoy 
target, to land at Boecorabe 
Down. 

They were afraid traffic might have 
bee« fltnjck by the equipment if the 
ro^rf ' HtayetEopen. 

U«.i Hofirettimetheroatflifidhad 
to fx ;- cd beside the base, home of 
the *i aft and Armament Evalu- 
ation k-t^ijliahmentj in recent years, 

Th- Tornado F3, stationed at Con- 
ingsb* Lincolnshire, was unnhfe to 
jettison the cable after taking part in 
an extrciac over the Lark hill range on 
Salisbury Plain. 

Scmcombe spokesman Mr Nick 




Nicholson so Miu jilune wo □ M imr- 
mally have d« mtd the decoy, used to 
confuse grour ' baaed mdars. nnlo the 
range. 

"But in this aae it didn't dropofTimd 
we had to be 'taed as a divisionary 
airfield. 

"Because ot the wind direction, Hie 
approach h ad to he made war trie A 3 T5 
and the road was closed purely as a 
precautionary measure." 

The incident happened late on 
Thursday but details were only 
revealed yesterday. 

Boscombe Down is being expanded 
with IO0 new joba after acquiring 
research work from Bedford and Farn- 
borough. 

Tlie Wiltshire base, the SaHflbury 
area's biggest employer with a J t 2Utt 
civilian worforce, testa all the latest 
planes and equipment before they go 
into operational service. 
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Please type MP-h.r.^^ — 

F a rcy, constituenc y and Question here 

Mr Martin Redmond (Lab) (Don Vail P vi . - 

of State for Defence, if he win I L T ° * Sk the Secretary 
crash at Boscomie Down airfield v^tL Statement °" the air 
September. lela on the evening of 2 5th 



DRAFT ANS-aE 
I am aware of a Pres = reDort „f ~„ i 

staff at Boscombe Down have con ff™L & f- incidell -t- However, 
crash on that date or indeed ^™I^ tMt rf there was *° 
only flyi ng wnich toQ £ p ™*I th~ ^ It date ' and that ^ 
two Royal Navy Sea Kinghelicoote-'- ff ^ the l£unch ° f 
Exercise. ~ y neiico P te, m support of an 



BACKGROUND NOTE : PQ485 7G 

1, Mr Redmond is a regular tabler of Questions on military 
flight safety and low flying and this is one of seven PQs on 
flight safety tabled for answer on 29th November. It is our 
understanding that Mr Redmond's interest in ths subject is 
prompted more by his serving as a conduit for research ty^BPfjopi 40 

JP^ffSlEIS^^H providing assistance through the tabling or 
PQs and PEs, rather than any direct personal interest. Mr 
Redmond rejected an offer by Jeremy Hanley (then 
Minister(AF) ) of an official briefing on low flying. 

2 . This Question was probably prompted by the attached item 
which appeared in the December 19S4 issue of the magazine, 
"Air Forces Monthly" . Enquiries with personnel at Boscombe 
Down and Head of DC-TSE have confirmed that no aircraft have 
crashed there at any time in 1994. I attach a copy of 
3oscombe Down's minute of 30th November, which also 
discusses the other claims in the magazine. Furthermore, HO 
3rd Air Force of the United States Air Force are also 
unaware of this alleged incident. 



' US/SF • UnicennichfEr Eoscombe Dcwn, Unit 

A: tpir. c sr4 hwi-tot %fcferszs aimra/ crashed onto fee raw=y cr Scstorafe 
Dswn 8y c/oyligl)/, rfie okra/f W teen cwsW owr, cporf m ft win £-5, c/W oil reeds 
L " c/r. cte - be :rc:h cn unrncrfec c:V;t- --es/sfe-W 

:'C- ::f-;:so J j ficsfrc 737 <r: : :;~;cv rcnwrcw Wjifec c:c -*c ::;.< be: ::e 
■;; : \ :; 'ceded c : c ; C-J :rz -W : c ir f! r: -- : :.-cc.'e. Ci&rJc. 
7:; "5 irccs:; ha .k : o jpscL'foic/; ~c; ire c;rc"^ -■: -f: - -.- 

J-, r; Ji/e::e or -ibi iie vS c.;.6"~£-r he; /=; fc cSci- cc.ccv-k':.=. 
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U/Secf AS)17/6/i dated 29 Nov 94. 

TBlKOn Cdr Fg M*n/*«cCM)1> 29 Nov 94. 

in response to R.fer„«« * and further t B Referee B, 
following information xa provided. 

a . There w,= no cr SS n at Eo.ccmbe Down on 26 6*p 94. 

b. There has «en nc crash «t Eo.corute Down thi, year. 

c. He aircraft cased at Boseo^s Ccwr have crashed 
snvw'nere this year. 

S^X^r^Sc^rS in support 0, an zeroise. 

tra „^ n tvpe aircraft ether titer, these based at 
losco^Dcwn- visited tt» .irfi.ld around the date m 
quest ion ■ 

f, The runway at Boscombe Down was net closed. 



Knowledge of any roads around the 
r loses} . 



oivt 



q, We have 
airfield be:: 

. TH ._, -p Karder.ee. Aircraft Shelters ( KA5 ' dotted 

*. n °f* " Th » roo -- s cf these are pamtea green 
-;r?tve n :r"" : "ea'at one end designed to derlact th, 

end nave sr inside. These structures 

^lK^rri"^.^y"^ these that «« report is 
based on . 

T trust that this information will suffice- If not pi , 
me another eail! 
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AS DISCUSSED, I SHOULD BE GRATEFUL IF YOU WOULD PROVIDE A SUITABLE 
DRAFT RESPONSE AND BACKGROUND NOTE TO THE ATTACHED PQ. 

GRATEFUL FOR YOUR RESPONSE BY COP 28th NOVEMBER . 
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - PQ4857G 

T» Hp Hoalt with IMMEDIATELY and not placed with other papers. 

For WRITTEN reply onThu 24 November 1994 by Minister(AF) 

Referred to ™ °F S on 23 November 1994 ^ 
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WITH DRAFT REPLY, AND ANY OTHER RELEVANT PAPERS, 
NOT LATER THAN 

...jsoo on day ia-!l:;.msM 

Date of Order Paper 23 November 1994 

MP Name/Const/Pty REDMOND MARTIN Don Valley LAB 
Comments : ■ 

33 | To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, if he will make a 
statement on the air crash at Boscombe Down airfield on the evening 
of 2 6th September. 



Referred to 



Date 



23 rlc-v 



Related Question/Files 



A Pa j mi'* ( Af) 



PQ 4857G 



TO ASK... IF HE WILL MAKE A STATEMENT ON THE AIR CRASH AT BOSCOMBE 
DOWN AIRFIELD ON THE EVENING OF 26 SEP 94. 

Draft Response 

There are no reports of an air crash at Boscombe Down on 2 6 Sep 
94. 

Additional Background Information 

There were no accidents involving RAF aircraft on 26 Sep 94. 
Furthermore, none of the reported incidents on that day were in 
the vicinity of Boscombe Down. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
AFW/1/08 
24 Nov 94 
See Distribu , yi<in' 

PARltAMEHTAKY QUESTION - »K CRASH AT aOSCOMBE DOWN 

Reference; Fax DTE (Res) /DTE {Ait 5 undated. 

1. I can confirm that no aircraft has crashed at Boscombe 
Down this year and nor has any aircraft operated by Boscombe 
Down crashed eisewher«. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/Sec(AS) 17/6/1 

29 November 1994 

Cdr Eg, A&AEE B oscombe Down 
Head of DGT&E 
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PQ ~ REPORTED CRASH AT BOSCOMBE DOWN - 26 SEPTEMBER 94 

1. As discussed with tsISSHSSER] of T&E(P&S)2, I attach a copy 
of an article which appeared in Lhe December issue of Air 
Forces monthly concerning an alleged aircraft crash at Boscombe 
Down. Given that some of the details contained in the report 
are quite specific, I would be grateful if you could confirm 
(in consultation with A&AEE Boscombe Down) whether any of the 
aircraft mentioned in the article were in the vicinity of 
Boscombe Down and whether the runway or roads were partially 
closed around the 26 September 94. 

2. I aii sorry to have to come to DGT&E again for further 
advi^eij^^jDonse to our PQ on this subject (previously copied 
to EfgslfSRVTi) but given that this incident has now had some 
med ^^cov e rag e^and has been raised by a MP, we must be 
absolutely clear and accurate in the advice we give to 
Minister (AF) in reply. 

3. I have sought an extension from Minister (AF)'s office and 
would be grateful for your reply by tomorrow morning. 
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MINISTEY_Q 

From: 
Main Buil 




, Secretariat (Air Staff) la 
I, London SW1A 2HB. 
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Telephone (Direct Dialling) I 

(Switchboard) 01 71 218 9000 . ^ 

Ml 'n 4» | 
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Huntingdon 



Your reference 

Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)3/5/l 

Date 

7 April 1995 



12. 



Dear 



I refer to your letter of 16 January reporting details of an 
incident which occurred on 31 September 1994 in Hampton Hill, Evesham. 
I undertook to provide you with the findings once the RAF Police 
investigation was complete; I have now received their report . 

RAF Police enquiries have revealed that the object involved in this 
incident was, in fact, a bale of hay. A member of the public 
contacted the fire services to report seeing smoke in a field, but was 
unable to identify the source. The local emergency services were 
called out and on arrival found a smouldering bale of hay. Before 
leaving the scene, the emergency services made sure that the bale was 
fully extinguished. RAF Police investigations did not reveal any 
evidence to suggest that any items fell from aircraft in the Evesham 
area on the day in question. Furthermore, I can confirm that there 
were no Royal Navy vehicles in attendance at this incident and the 
local police have informed us that nothing was removed from the scene. 

I hope this is helpful. 



Yours sincerely, 
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Headquarters Provost and Security Services 
(United Kingdom) 

Royal Air Force Rudloe Manor Hawthorn 
Wiltshire SN13 OPQ 



Telephone Hawthorn 
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See Distribution 



Please reply to 

The Officer commanding 

Your reference 

D/Sec ( AS ) 3/5/1 dated 30 Jan 

95. 

Our reference 
PSS/261/L090/95/SIS 
Date 
Mar 95 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING DRUM 
HUNTINGDON 
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1. Your reference tasked an office inquiry into an allegation 
that a 40 gallon drum (or object of similar size) fell from the sky 
and was subsequently taken away in a Royal Navy vehicle with a 
police escort front and rear. 

2. Enquiries revealed that the object involved was a blazing bale 
of hay . Emergency services were tasked to the scene , however , the 
bale was already extinguished on their arrival. Later that day 
Evesham Police were inudated with enquiries as to the origins of 
the object which had fallen from the sky, and which had been 
subsequently taken away by the Royal Navy with Police escort. 

3. Chf Inspector ISHSIBREill Evesham Police stated that 
hysteria was such that "the inci dent made the national tabloids, 
however, he is adamant that the bale had never left 'terra f irma' . 

4. In accordance with Reference A this case is now closed. 
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Dear Sirs, .... , 

I write to ask if you could shed light on an incident which happened 
on the morning of Monday, 31st of October, at a field at Hampton Hill near 
Evesham. 

My reports indicate that wittnesses saw an object, estimated to be the 
size of a forty gallon drum fall from the sky at approximatly 7.25am. My 
reports also suggest the object was taken away in a Royal Navy vehicle with 
a police escort front and rear. 

As i say, i would be very gratefull for any information you could 
surrender concerning this matter, or if you could forward to me the address 
of any organisation who could help. 

Thank you for your time. 



Yours sincerly. 



->ntinues. 



CASE HISTORY Ho 1: The British Roswell 



SIGHTINGS of strange nying Brazilian UFO researcher of ihe 

objccls - later known as Foo 1950s. 

Fighters - were reported In 1958, Fontcs - already 

throughout the latter part of the known to Brazil's government - 

Second World War by both was visited by two men who said 

Allied and Nazi servicemen. they were from Naval 

The reports certainly went Intelligence, 

through official channels. Fontcs claimed that 




after 



A WAVE of phantom helicopters 
- black with no identifying 
markings were sighted in 
areas of Britain where UFOs 
were reported in 1973-74. 

They were probably rapid 
deployment teams sent to 
investigate UFOs, according to 
Redfern. 

On? such event happened at. 




Kit=as7o r ,d a ' "a B^s feSfi^ Scale. They , old journalists tha, 

S SSIrS revealed "that six UFOs had gjftfflffiS^ a me.eori.e had come down on 
a Foo Fighter which had crashed crashed Jhroughmu th^world | ' °iSlSVT. 



in Britain - a case similar 10 ihe 
famous Roswell incident in New 
Mexico 50 years ago when alien 
corpses were recovered. 

Kilgallcn was told : '"British 
scientists and airmen examined 
the wreck of one mysterious 
flying ship and are convinced 
these strange aerial objects are 
not optical illusions or Soviet 
inventions but arc flying saucers 



which originate on 
planet." 

Retired diplor 
intelligence officer 
Creigfuon said he 
Kilgalleti's source 
Louis Mnumbatien 

Kilgallcn' 
up by Dr 



01 a v 



another 

at and 
Gordon 
believed 
;is Lord 

was backed 
Fontes, ;i 



during the Second World War 
Three were in North America, 
one in the Sahara Desert, one 
in Scandinavia - and one in 
Britain. 

Pontes wrote in a letter to the 
Aerial Phenomena Research 
Organisation: "I was told all 
these discs were small craft - 32, 
77 or 99fi in diameter. In all of 
tlicm were found crew members 1 
bodies. 

"They were little men' and 
ranged in height from 32 to 46in. 
They were dead in all cases, 
killed in the crashes, 

"The examination of the bodies 
showed they were definitely 
humanoid, but obviously not 
j'rom this planet. " 



^^:^^h"W£t«.^ Witness Ken Haughton saw a 

One witness, Anne Williams. -,, ummous sp here" 90 minutes 
said: "I saw a bright light in the ^ lhe crash m lhc area Hc 
said the sphere was 400ft across 



EE 



MSTOariteZiPenkridy/StaH^WM 



SPECIAL snatch teams appear The informant added thai 
to be on stand-by. ready to go there was more to the incident. 



sky. ll had a long, fiery tail 
which went dim and then very 
brilliant - like ?n electric Tire 
which keeps coming to life. 

' It uxis like an electric hulk in 
shape. with rough edges. The 
object fell behind the hills at the 
back of my bungalow and the 
earth shook. " 

Off-duty police officer Gwilym 
Owen was drinking in The 
Dudley Arms pub when there 
was a roar, a bang and glasses 
in the pun shook "The sk> ^as 
lit up over the mountains. 

Police siations as far away as 
60 miles received phone calls 
reporting the tremor. 

At the Institute Of Geological 
Sciences in Edinburgh, the crash 
measured four on the Richier 



volving coded information, 
that, he preferred to keep 
confidential. 

Redfern said; "The disclosure, 
while sketchy, may spotlight 
only the tip of the iceberg as to 



into action to retrieve wreckage 
from UFO crashes. 

Just before he died in 1994, 
retired US Air Force intelligence 
officer Leonard Smngfield told 

Redfern: "'Some time in 1964, a .... r _ 

specially-rigged naval flagship she scope of military crash- 

received a coded radio message, retrieval operations in 

"Artefacts had been recovered foreign lands. 

with three dead personnel." ' L lt is my suspicion that US 

According to his informant, special retrieval teams have 

the decoded report stated that been, and still are, prepared to 

a UFO had crushed in two parts: go into action into any crash 

the main section was in location within its sphere of 

Penkridge. Staffordshire, the military or economic influence 



remainder in West Germany. such 

Wreckage and the bodies were NATO in 

shipped to Wriiihl-Paiterson in Enf 

An Force Base in iiK ^at". Germany 
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nd travelling at a height of 
about i 5.000ft. , 

Army personnel were quickly 
dispatched to the scene. 

The next day, a mountain 
rescue team went to investigate, 
while the RAF carried out a 
photographic survey of the area. 
No trace of a craft or any 
.meteorite was found. 

• One can only assume," said 
Redfern, "that unless the UFO 
exiled on its own volition, it was 
removed by the Army." 

Yet another UFO was seen in 
■he urea at 7.15pm that day. 

"1 believe it may have been 
srci' ehmg for the remains of 'he 
vehicle which struck the Bcrwvr. 
mountains. " said Redfern. 



was exercised with 
the artefact retrievals 
land and We s i 



A UFO which was sighted over 
the Lake District wasn't 
witnessed by just members of 
the public - 10 police officers 
saw this extraordinary sight too. 

Shortly after midnight on 
August 28, 1977, a large object 
described either as triangular 
or diamond- shaped was seen 
over the Windermere area ol 
Cumbria. 

As officers reported seeing 
the craft, colleagues along the 
UFO's path also confirmed the 
sighting. After 20 minutes, as 
the ship hovered above the 
A592 al Bowness, PC David 
Wild spotted it at a height he 
estimated to be 1,50011. 

It eventually vanished, 
witnessed by two other officers, 
at sea over Morecambe, 

The mosl detailed description 
was given by John Platl. He 
said: "I was looking up into 
what appeared to be a giant 
ocean-going catamaran with 
twin hulls. 

"A large structure at the front 
supported what appeared to be 
two giant lights. Its surface was 
a dull, shadowy, charcoal 
colour." 
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NICK REDFERN 



Intended: 

Sent: 30/10/97 at 13:53 

To: SEC(AS)2A (2) 
CC: 
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Loose Minute 



CS(RM) /4/6/37 



30 October 1997 



SEC(AS)2A 



* 



* Chots only 




- jva COVERT AGENDA 



Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 28 October 1997 

1. Since 1991 Mr Redfern has requested information or advice from 
CS(RM) on six occasions. 

2 . Although he never made any specific reference to his interest 
in "ufos" we deduced as much as the PRO provided copies of earlier 
correspondence . 

3. To date his enquiries fall into two distinct categories: one, 
information about the release of or fate of records not in the 
public domain (in the main intelligence); two, a general enquiry 
in respect of record policy /procedures in the MOD and our 
relationship with the PRO (as featured on pages 80/81 of his 
book) . 

4 . Other than the substantive reply re policy/procedures our other 
replies were in the "sorry to give what must be a disappointing 
reply" style. 
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Text: 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

28 Oct 97 

Hd of CSfRMU 



NICK REDFERH 

1 . US of S has seen The Sunday People Article of 5 October 
entitled "They've Been Here" which seeks to provide "proof" that 
"UFOs" have landed in Britain. 

2. The article, as you may have seen, is primarily about Nick 
Redf ern ' s Book "A Covert Agenda" and US of S has asked us to 
provide him with background information about the cases featured 
in the article and our knowledge of Mr Redf ern generally. 

3. In the three years I have been in Sec (AS) Mr Redf ern has 
written to us on five occasions. Each of his letters have been 
very short and uncomplicated and sought purely the numbers of 
"UFO" reports recorded for the year and details of the files to be 
released to the PRO in the next January. 

4. I know from our discussions that you've had more contact with 
him than us . It would be most helpful for my background note if 
you would be able to put together a paragraph or so setting out 
what is known about him from his contacts with CS(RM). 

5 . Anything you are able to offer by the end of the week would 
be much appreciated. 



[original signed] 
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CASE HISTORY No 5: Ipstones, Staffs, 1991 



A WITNESS known only as 
Mr M L wis visiting friends in 
the Churnet Valley, Staffs, on 
July 19, 1991, when he saw an 
object fall from the sky at 
nearby Ipstones; 

The time was 10pm. M L 
described the object as metallic 
- like aluminium - 10ft long, 
cigar-shaped and very bright. He 
immediately contacted police. 

They searched the woodland. 
A helicopter was used as well, impression that something had 
No object was located but an crashed through the trees from 
area of newly-broken branches above. The search was eventually 
was found which gave the abandoned. 



CASE HISTORY No 6: RAT Bostombe Down, 1994 




A SMALL twin-tailed aircraft 
crash-landed on the runway at 
RAF Boscombe Down, on 
Salisbury Plain (our miles Irom 
Stonehenge, at about 11pm on 
September 26, 1994. 

Several aviation enthusiasts 
listening on airband radios 
drove to the air base the next 
day. They were stopped by 
police at roadblocks. 

Before being ushered away, 
several enthusiasts saw a 
disabled craft at the end of the 
runway covered by tarpaulins. 



Two days later, the wreck was j 
flown to a California military I 
base. Although the craft was 
initially believed to be a then- 
secret US military plane known 
as TR-3A, one witness said the 
crashed craft was completely 
stent and was able to hover 
vertically - abilities the TR-3A 
didn't possess. 

A month before the crash, a 
lorry driver reported seeing a 
UFO over Salisbury. Its 
description matched that of 
the crashed craft 



CASE HISTORY Ho 7: He|i>foB Hill, Wihs, 1994 



VILLAGERS in the Cotswolds 
reported seeing a barrel- 
shaped craft fall into an isolated > 
field on the evening of 
Hallowe'en in 1994. 

But they were later told it was 
a bale of straw. 

The incident happened at 
Hepton Kill in Wiltshire near the 
villages of Church Lench and, 
Norton. i 

The strange object was 
described by one witness Paul 
Brooke as resembling a 
40-gallon drum. 

Police sealed oft the field and 
people were warned to keep 



away. The object was loaded on 
lo a Royal Navy lorry and taken 
away. 

Residents raised the matter 



with both the Fleet Air Arm and 
the RAF; each of whom later 
denied any knowledge of the 
incident. 

A police spokesman said: 
"Our investigations reveal it 
was a bale of straw that was 
on Ijre and which the fire 
brigade put out 

"Reports of something falling 
from the sky are either hoaxes 
or somebody has said 
something and come to the 
wrong conclusion:" 

Brooke replied: "What do the 
police think - that we are all 
mad around here?" 



CASE HISTORY No 8: Eastt London/1964 



BUS driver Hob Pull was driving 
ihc 123 bus from Wallhamstow 
U> Tottenham when he had a 
narrow escape willi a UFO. 

lie told a reporter "I just 
glanced into the sky and saw 
something coming towards me 
very, very fast. It Hew straight 
across the road and. had I been 
a few yards furl her. it would 
have )m the lop deck of the bus 

"" There w.is a loud eiash as n 
struck the bank of the River Lea 
and a big splash in the w;uer i 



The craft was at least 90 long, 
cigar-shaped and silver " 

As stum as Fa!/ reported the 
incident, police arrived ami 
dredged the riwr hut the object 
hod vanished. 

An Mol) wing-commander 
was appraised of the details of 
Rill's encounter implviim that 
the Mof) took Ins initial report 
senoustv 

I hc Mol) fiij.. available now 
are \c.ini and Red fern believes 
I tic lull *tor\ is buried some- 
where in Whitehall. 



© 199? Nicholas Redfcrn. 
From the honk A Cown Agenda 
In- Nit-hulas Red/cm {published 
tomorrow hv Simon <& Schuster 
Lid at £16.99). Order your 
copy today. Send a 
cheque f PO for £16.99. 
payable to MGN TP257, to: 
Covert Agenda Book Offer, 
TP257, PO Box 27. Market 
Hurhoraugh. Letts LE16 
9/.A. Write your name and 
address on a separate piece 
of paper. Allow 28 days for 
delivery. £ sterling only. 
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U H C L (i S i I f I t S 
SIC Z6F 

SUBJECT : AERIAL PHENOMENA 
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From 



Section 40 



Secretariat(Air Staff)2a1a, Room 8246^1 Ko'X 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE, VPm <■ 

Main Building, Whitehall, London. SW1A 2HB ^S&9$ft>& 

Telephone (Direct dial) 

(Switchboard) IMT 
(Fax) 



Section 40 



Your reference 



Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 
Date . 

| (^January 1997 



Section 40 



^^^Thankvou 



for your letter dated 12 January 1997 addressed to 
I have been asked to reply. 



2. There were 609 "unexplained" aerial sightings reported to the 
Ministry of Defence in 1996. The files now available to view at 
the Public Record Office can be found under references AIR 2/17982 
and AIR 2/17983. 



Section 40 



Section 40 



12 January 1997 



Dear 



Section 40 



Could you please advise me of: (a) the number of UFO reports 
received by your office in 1996; and (b) the title(s) and 
reference nuraber(s) of any and all UFO files released into the 
public domain by the Public Record Office at the beginning of 
this year. Thanks. 



Yours sincerely. 



Section 40 




MINIS TRY OF DEFENCE 

From: ttrcMlf^^EliHr' Secretariat (Air Staff) 2a, Room 824' 
Main Bunding! Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB 

Telephone (Direct Dialling) I 

(Switchboard) ^01 7 1 218 9 1 
(Fax) 
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Section 40 


Your reference 




Our reference 

D/Sec{AS)/64/3 

Date_ 

1 S January 199 6 



my 



Section 40 



Thankvrra for your letter dated 20 December 1995 addressed to 
regarding old "UFO" files. I have been asked to reply. 



Section 40 



2. With regard to your request, only one "UFO" file has been 
released to the Public Records Office for 1996. It is entitled "UFOs: 
Sightings; Reports By Members Of The Public" and its reference number 
is AIR2/17527. 



I hope this is helpful. 



Section 40 



Section 40 



December 20 1995 



Dear 



Section 40 



As you may remember, I have written to you on previous 
occasions with respect to my interest in the UFO subject. My 
reason for writing is as follows: On 13 December of last year 
you advised me of the details of the file of UFO reports from 
1963/4 which was released into the public domain under the 
'thirty year ruling' in January of this year (File ref. 
AIR2/17526). I was subsequently able to obtain copies from the 
Public Record Office. I would be very grateful .to you if you 
could advise me if a similar UFO file(s) is due to be made 
available at the beginning of January 1996, along with the 
relevant reference number(s). 



Thanks . 



iours sincerely, 



Section 40 




Fr ° m: (S PSiSBBip P' Secretariat (Air Staff) 2a, Room 8245 
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB ' 

Telephone (Direct Dialling) 01712182140 
(Switchboard) 1 7 1 2 1 S 9000 

(Fax) 



Section 40 



Your reference 

Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)12/3 

Date 

2J+ March 1995 




Section 40 



I refer to your letter of 28 February. 




2. As a matter of routine, the "Ministry of Defence was notified by 
the Civil Aviation Authority of the report made by the British Airways 
pilots on 6th January. I consulted Departmental experts with 
responsibility for air defence matters, who confirmed that they were 
not aware of any evidence which would indicate that our air defences 
had been breached. As this is our only concern the MOD'S interest in 
this particular incident concluded. No subsequent information has 
come to our attention, which would suggest that the original 
assessment was incorrect. 

3. The incident of 6th January remains a matter for the CAA. 



Section 40 



TEL. 



Section 40 



.'3g$$OTIY Of D£ffME 5 



Dear 



Section 40 



QJ3> 



Section 40 



28 February 1995 



As you know, I have written to the MOD previously concerning my 
interest in the UFO subject. In recent weeks, several newspaper 
articles have appeared concerning the sighting of a triangular- 
shaped object seaa_ajaiBi™S™Pennines on Friday January 6. 

' j*v7*:«I'»'il I* I aild First Officer ^fc|Sf]T81SETt 



who were piloting a Manchester-bound Boeing 737. 

Could you tell me if this matter has been brought to the 
attention of the MOD? If so, has an investigation been carried 
out, and has any conclusion been reached? If you could advise 
me on this matter, it would be most gratefully appreciated. 



Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 




(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 



Section 40 



your reference 

Our reference 
D /Sec(RS)12/3 

Data i nqc 



74 




Section 40 



for your letter of 16 January. recelv ed 250 

x . Thank you for y°* ^ of Defence recex 

2 m answer tc > your ^on, jg^ in 1994 . 
reports of unexplained ^ 



Section 40 
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Section 40 
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Section 40 
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16 January 1995 



Section 40 



Dear 

T am writing to enquire if you could tell me how many reports 
of unidentified flying objects the Ministry of Defence received 
during 1994. Should you be able to advise me, it would be most 
gratefully appreciated. I would also like to thank you for your 
litter of 13 Dec 94, in which you advised me of the details of 
the 'UFO file' made available at the Public Record Office at 
the beginning of this year. I have been m touch with the PRO, 
and will be ordering copies of the papers shortly. 



Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 




MINIS TRY OF DEFENCE " 
From: BSSIfTVTSI^H Secretariat (Air Staff )2a, Room 8245, 
Main Building, Whitshall^Sidon SW1A 2HB 3 

Telephone (Direct Dialling) 071 218 2 1 40, .'Sc. 
(Switchboard) 071 218 9000 
(Fax) 



Your reference 

Our reference 
D/Sec(AS)12/ 
Date 

\~~£^ December 



1994 




Section 40 



In response to your letter of 23 November, only one "ufo" file is 
scheduled for release in January 1995 - it is entitled "UFO Reports" 
and its reference is AIR2/17526. 

Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 




MINISTJ 



Frora; NifsIjtiiKfllEIg^Hr Secretariat (Air Staff )2a, Room 8245,2- 
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB 

Telephone (Direct Dialling) 071 218 2140 
(Switchboard) 071 218 9000 
(Fax) 



Section 40 



Your reference 



Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)/12/3 
Date 

November 1994 




Section 40 




1 I am writing to acknowledge your letter of 23 November requesting 
details regarding the release of further UFO files to the Public 
Records Office. 

2. I should be happy to make enquiries in this connection and shall 
respond to you as soon as I receive the advice. 

3 . I am returning your sae as we have our own' postal arrangements . 

Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 




23 Nov. 94 



Dear 



Section 40 



As you may know, I have written to the MOD on a number of 
occasions coni^yvLn^jULJ.nterest in the subject of UFOs. On 
July 5 1993, JsSftflRlH 1J '- ote t0 me advising me that, in keeping 
with the Gov ernments thir ty year ruling, January 1994 would see 
the release of two of the old Air Ministry UFO files dated 
1962/3. I subsequently obtained copies of these papers earlier 
this year. 

My reason for writing is to enquire if you could tell me if you 
are aware of whether or not January 1995 will see the release 
of any MOD - UFO files dating from 1964? 

Should you be able to advise me on this matter, it ..ould be 
most gratefully appreciated. I enclose a SAE. 



Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 



PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR DEFENCE 

LOOSE MINUTE 
D/USofS/JS/28/1/0 
27 October 1997 
See(AS)2al 

THE PEOPLE ARTICLE 5 OCTOBER 1997 - "THEY'VE BEEN HERE!" 

The Under Secretary of State has seen the above article (copy 
attached) and has requested background information on the 
allegations made. 



Section 40 
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Reports prove that UFOs landed in Britain 




By JOHN EARLS 



ALIENS have been visiting Britain tor 
more than 50 years - and that's 
official. 

Secret Government documents reveal that 
some spacecraft have even crash-landed 
here. 

But the delate have been kept hidden (rem 
all ol us In a giant cover-up similar to that 
in TV's The X Files. 

That is until now. A sensational new book 
A Covert Agenda reveals that the alien visits 
are fact and not fiction. 

The author, full-time UFO researcher 
Nicholas Redfern, maintains that the Ministry 
of Defence and the RAF have known for 
hall a century about spacecraft which have 
crash-landed throughout Britain. 

At least SEVEN UFOs have crashed in 
Britain since the end of the Second World 
War. Hundreds more UFOs have been 
sighted since the 1940s. Redfern, 33, from 



Walsall, West Midlands, also reveals 
details of a secret MoD base where 
reports of crashed UFOs are compiled. 

He has spent years investigating official , 
memos and uncovered top-secret 
documents which prove that the! 
Government does not want us to know howl 
much it knows about aliens. \ 

And in the book he describes how dozens' 
of spacecraft have flown over military bases, 
by-passing flight security systems. 

At the height of the Cold War, the 
Government was so concerned about 
UFOs that it contacted the Soviet Union to 
establish a joint task force to examine the 
security implications of alien craft. 

But it is the evidence that UFOs have 
ALREADY landed in Britain which is the 
most scandalous cover-up in British UFO 
history. 

Now turn the page for the full amazing 
story.., 



•ontinues. 
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^ntinues. 



CASE HISTORY No 1: The British Ro swell 



SIGHTINGS of strange Hying 
objects - later known as Foo 
Fighters - were reported 
throughout the latter part of the 
Second World War by both 
Allied and Nazi servicemen. 

The reports certainly went 
through official channels. 

American journalist Dorothy 
Kilgallen was told by "a British 
official of Cabinet rank" about 
a Foo Fighter which had crashed 
in Britain - a case similar to the 
famous Roswell incident in New 
Mexico SO years ago when alien 
corpses were recovered. 

Kilgallen was told: "British 
scientists and airmen examined 
the wreck of one mysterious 
flying ship and are convinced 
these strange aerial objects are 
not optical illusions or Soviet 
inventions but are flying saucers 
which originate on another 
planet." 

Retired diploma! and 
intelligence officer Gordon 
Creighion said lie believed 
Kilgallcifs source was Lord 
Louis Moumbatlen. 

Kilgallen's story was backed 
up by Dr Otavo Pontes, a 



Brazilian UFO researcher of the 
1950s. 

In 1958, Fontes - already 
known to Brazil's government - 
was visited by two men who said 
they were from Naval 
Intelligence. 

Fontes claimed that, after 
initially trying to persuade him 
to give up his work, the officers 
revealed that six UFOs had 
crashed throughout the world 
during the Second World War. 

Three were in North America, 
one in the Sahara Desert, one 
in Scandinavia - and one in 
Britain. 

Fontes wrote in a letter to the 
Aerial Phenomena Research 
Organisation: "1 was told all 
these discs were small craft - 32, 
77 or 99fl in diameter. In all or 
them were found crew members' 
bodies. 

"They were Millie men" and 
ranged in height from 32 to 46in. 
They were dead in all cases, 
killed in the crashes. 

"The examination of the bodies 
showed they were definitely 
humanoid, but obviously not 
from this planet. " 




XAS^HSr^fJtoiPenkrWse, Staffs, 1964 



SPECIAL snatch teams appear 
to be on stand-by, ready lo go 
into aciion to retrieve wreckage 
from UFO crashes. 

Just before he died in 1994, 
retired US Ait Force intelligence 
officer Leonard Stringfield told 
Redfern: "Some lime in 1964, a 
specially -rigged naval flagship 
received' a coded radio message. 

"Artefacts had been recovered 
with three dead personnel." 

According to his informant, 
the decoded reporl stated that 
a UFO had crashed in two parts 
the main section was in 
Penkridge. Staffordshire, the 
remainder in West Germany 

Wreckage and ilie bodies were 
shipped lo Wright- Patterson 
Air Force Base in the Stales. 



The informant added that 
there was more to the incident, 
involving coded information, 
that he preferred to keep 
confidential. 

Redfern said: "The disclosure, 
while sketchy, may spotlight 
only the tip of the iceberg as to 
the scope of military crash- 
retrieval operations in 
foreign lands. 

"It is my suspicion that US 
special retrieval teams have 
been, and still are, prepared to 
go into action into any crash 
locaiion within its sphere of 
military or economic influence 
such as was exercised with 
NATO in the artefact retrievals 
in England and West 
Germany." 



CASE HISTORY No 3: Corwen, North Wales, 1974 . 



A WAVE of phantom helicopters 
- black with no identifying 
markings were sighted in 
areas of Britain where UFOs 
were reported in 1973-74. 

They were probably rapid 
deployment teams sent to 
investigate UFOs, according to 
Redfern. 

One such event happened at 
■ 8.30pm on January 23, 1974. A 
| UFO crashed into Cader 
Bronwen, a 2,000ft peak in the 
Berwyn Mountains near 
Corwen, North Wales. 

One witness, Anne Williams, 
said: "I saw a bright light in the 
sky. It had a long, fiery tail 
which wenl dim and then very 
brilliant - like an electric fire 
which keeps coming to life. 

"// was like an electric bulb in 
shape, with rough edges. The 
object fell behind the hilts at the 
back of my bungalow and the 
earth shook. " 

OfT-duiy police officer Gwilym 
Owen was drinking in The 
Dudley Arms pub when there 
was a roar, a bang and glasses 
in the pub shook. The sky was 
lit up over ihe mountains- 
Police slations as far away as 
60 miles received phone calls 
reporting the tremor. 

At the Institute Of Geological 
Sciences in Edinburgh, (he crash 
measured four on the Richter 



Scale. They told journalists that 
a meteorite had come down on 
Cader Bronwen. 

Witness Ken Haughton saw a 
-'luminous sphere" 90 minutes 
after ihe crash in the area. He 
said the sphere was 400ft across 
and travelling at a height of 
about i 5,000ft. 

Army personnel were quickly 
dispatched to the scene. 

The next day, a mountain 
rescue team went lo investigate, 
while the RAF- carried out a 
photographic survey of the area. 
No trace of a craft or any 
meteorite was found. 

"One can only assume," said 
Redfern, "lhai unless ihe UFO 
exiled on its own volition, ii was 
removed by the Army." 

Yet anoiher UFO was seen in 
the ^rca at 7.15pm that day. 

"I believe it may have been 
si-arching for the remains of 'he 
vehicle which struck the Berwvn 
mountains. " said Redfern. 



A UFO which was sighted over 
the Lake District wasn't 
witnessed by Just members of 
the public - 10 police officers 
saw this extraordinary sight too. 

Shortly after midnight on 
August 28, 1977, a large object 
described either as triangular 
or diamond-shaped was seen 
over the Windermere area of 
Cumbria. 

As officers reported seeing 
the craft, colleagues along the 
UFO's path also confirmed the 
sighting. After 20 minutes, as 
the ship hovered above the 
A592 at Bowness, PC David 
Wild spotted it at a height he 
estimated to be 1,500(1. 

It eventually vanished, 
witnessed by two other officers, 
at sea over Morecambe. 

The most detailed description 
was given by John Piatt. He 
said: "f was looking up into 
what appeared to be a giant 
ocean-going catamaran with 
twin hulls. 

" A iarge structure at the front 
supported what appeared to be 
two giant lights. Its surface was 
a dull, shadowy, charcoal 
colour." 



>ntinues 



^ntinues. 



CASE HISTORY No 5: Ipstoncs Staffs, 1991 



A WITNESS known only as 
Mr M L v&s visiting friends in 
the Churoet Valley, Staffs, on 
July 19, 1991, when he .saw an 
object fall from the .sky at 
nearby Ipstones: 

The time was 10pm. M L 
described the object as metallic 
- like aluminium - 10ft long, 
cigar-shaped and very bright. He 
immediately contacted police. 

They searched the woodland. 
A helicopter .was used as well. 
No object was located but an 
area of newly-broken branches 
was found which gave the 




impression that something had 
crashed through the trees from 
above. The search was eventually 
abandoned. 



CASE HISTORY No 6: RAT Boscombe Down, 1994 



A SMALL twin-tailed aircraft 
crash-landed on the runway at 
RAF Boscombe Down, on 
Salisbury Plain four miles from 
Stonehenge, at about 11pm on 
September 26, 1994. 

Several aviation enthusiasts 
listening on airband radios 
drove to the air base the next 
day. They were stopped by 
police at roadblocks. 

Before being ushered away, 
several enthusiasts saw a 
disabled craft at the end of the 
runway covered by tarpaulins. 



Two days later, the wreck was I 
flown to a California military j 
base. Although the craft was , 
irdBaHy believed to be a then- 
secret US military plane known 
as TR-3A, one witness said the ' 
crashed craft was completely 
stent and was able to hover 
vertically - abilities the TR-3A 
didn't possess. 

A month before the crash, a 
lorry driver reported seeing a 
UFO over Salisbury. Its 
description matched that of 
the crashed craft 



CASE HISTORY No 7rH#ton Hill, Witt;, 1994 



VILLAGERS In Ihe Cotswolds 
reported seeing a barrel- 
shaped craft fall into an isolated ' 
field on the evening of 
Hallowe'en in 1994. 

Out they were later told it was 
a bale of straw. 

The incident happened at 
Hepton Hit in Wiltshire near the 
villages of Church Lench and. 
Norton. I 
. The strange object was 
described by one witness Paul 
Brooke as resembling a 
40-galion drum. 

Police sealed off the field and 
people were warned to keep 




away. The object was loaded on 
to a Royal Navy lorry and taken 
away. 

Residents raised the matter 



with both the Fleet Air Arm and 
the RAF, each of whom later 
denied any knowledge of the 
incident. 

A police spokesman said: 
"Our investigations reveal it 
was a bale of straw that was 
on fjre and which the fire 
brigade put out 

Reports of something faBng 
from the sky are either hoaxes 
or somebody has said 
something and come to the 
wrong conclusion." 

Brooke replied: "What do the 
police think - that we are all 
mad around here?" 



CASE HISTORY Ho 8: Easrt London, 1964 



BUS driver Bob Fall was driving 
the 123 bus from Wallhamslow 
u> Tottenham when he had a 
narrow escape with a UFO. 

lie told a reporter- "I jusi 
glanced imo i he sky ;ind sav. 
something coming towards me 
very, very fast. It flew straight 
across ilie road and. had I been 
a tew yards further, it would 
have hit the lop deck of the bus 

' There was a loud crash as it 
struck the bank of the River Lea 
and a big, splash in the water, 



The craft was at least 9fi I. 
cigar-shaped and silver." 

As siHin as Full rcporte. 
incident, police arrived 
dredged the river - hut the c 
had vanished. 

An MoT) wing-comnui 
was appraised of the detai 
Kail's encounter - implying 
ihcfMolVlook his initial ri- 
se no uslv. 



/ the 
and 
hject 

nder 
Is of 
that 
port 



The Mol) lite:; available now 
ire scant and Redfcrn believes 
Ihe full story is buried some- 
where in Whitehall. 



© 199? Nicholas Redfern. 
Frtiin the t\>sik A Covers Agenda 
hv Nivhahs Redfern (published 
totitttmnr by Simon & Schuster 
U<t t ,i £l6.99).Order your 
copv today. Send a 
cheque/ PO for £16.99 
payable to MGN TP257, to: 
Covert Agenda Book Offer. 
TP2S7, PO Box 27, Market 
liarborotigh. Leics LEI6 
92. A. Write your name and 
address on a separate piece 
of paper. Allow 28 days for 
delivery. £ sterling only. 



continues. 



continues. 




i iaseitper is^blown 



_„ J fir iii^ylwtiTnioniir^ PJfcSSl liiiiic*!! Ih-flHJFO 

v^d^halVrfghly- - Redforn &«d ,\Givi-n lhat* 'encounters V have been 
p^hv^JKi-iliorisiihjr * p ulimnt £h»M Hip Air- -tr"dl«*d us" 1'iw-llying 

" " 1 I i fc „», 

. T .™„ . _ „ Jurner.-tbld' 
.neglect 16 pRcdterh: "UFO sightings by ' 

IlKTdctan^^^^ra^^^^^M^^^^^ 




;tB!idlijo..Mdiior i, MhV, iidiun 



JSriJher-flightlogsf 



■Pr^vost*Bnd"iSpc1jfItV^"^'Ui^«^ r as seems 'to be' 1 "* '/Tho slaltoh "command 
Services ^(P&SS), Jwhere>*the -case,- P&SS 1i.wl a would * be advised of L1m> 
Jnvesligalors are trained fnrj^andatej&o conduct their situation and, from there, aB 
xc%ilcr r irTtelltgerK^.£ f ^ InquinesA information would be 

^'BuTRutiloe Manorjisialso A letter ' received by forwarded toP&SS. 
the base of the 'Flyings Red tern.«wriUe'ni by Air ^jnaltonal-secunty >was 
Complaints night, i which ^iComnwdore J 'L^Uprichard, • considered an issue, the 
'investigates 'cases of 4faw<&Bflw P&SS director, confirms- pikits^ndjprews would be 
flying military aircraft. &^i=w,that they have investigated advised^loi|ceep quiet and 

A former * special ,sRAF^UFO sightings. — i-j-jt- . 

invealigalor' said. "I'm sure - He wrote: 
that an investigations into 
UB>s, are' carried out by 
P&SS, investigators serving 
in^a sn^, secret unit with 
Flying Gomplairrts.FEghL" 
* . A <rep6rj$of one sighting 
& V 1 9 -fN^n t&a u n to n , 
Somerset, was forwarded by 
- the RAF^traight<o^&SS 



The 1962 
report is a rare example of 
an alleged UFO sighting 
being treated as a low- 
flying incident and 
Investigated - accordingly/'. ':, 
Redfern said: The 
Importance ~. of ■■> this letter • 
cannot be over-enTphasfced. - 

^^c^epdrtiH^S riot ^at^ra^^i^is^doc^nem^^ aerial 'sightings: ;Tf us 'role 
' 'itdthe&Ur^Ministry uproot from >lhe director of came to ahTend in iMi". 



reminded 4hey. were bound 
by the OlfitiaJ Secrets Act" 
The Ministry of Defence 
has admitted P&SS 
involvement in UFO 
sightings. A spokesman said: 
,''Rudloev?Manor"is the 
headquartersjof RAF Police. 

"In the past,lt was indeed 
the RAF coordination point 
for. " *" " " 



How they tried! 
to hush it up " ; 

AN alarming number of UFOs were 
sighted around military bases in 1957. 

One sighting at RAF West Freugh, 
Wigtownshire, was published by 
several newspapers. 

A. secret Air .Ministry .report . 
declassified after 30 years, reads: "ft 
is unfortunate that the Wigtownshire 
radar incident fell into the hands of j 
the Press. 

"We suggest that the Secretary of 
Stale does not specifically refer to these*' 
incidents as sightings on radar.'" 

Six years later, after another batch 
of sightings, the Air Ministry tried to 
dampen speculation but they failed to 
point out that many reports were by 
RAF pilots and radar operators. 

One of the most controversial 
sightings took place in Belfast eight 
years ago. The following is an extract 
from a reporl in official Civil Aviation i 
Authority files about an incident on ' 
November 11. 1989. 

"UFO passed above aircraft at i 
1 1.200ft and burst into a cascade oi-J, 
lights. Heading due west. Proximity j 
of cloud intensified brightness ofj 
light. Sighting confirmed by another j 
aircraft and tower." - 
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CSfFinSecU 


RAF RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE 


[ 1 



Delivered: 11/11/97 at 16:20 



Intended: 

Sent: 11/11/97 at 16:14 

To: MIN(AF) REGIS TRY 

CC : SEC ( AS ) 2 A ( 2 ) , Sec ( HSF ) 1 , AUS ( H+O ) -SP S , USof S/Mailbox , HQLCDepPA/COS 

Ref: 306 

From: CS(FinSec)l Auth by: 

Subject: RAF RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM 



Text: Copies of letters referred to in paragraph 9 of the covering LM 
will be sent by fax to outer offices of Min(AF) and USofS only. 



Priority: Urgent SEE PAGE Attachments [ 1] 

Reply Request [ ] View Acknowledge [ ] Codes [ ] 



UNCkAS&JEIED 



LC/356805/3/4/F&S 



5 Nov 97 



CONFIDENTIAL 



PS/MinXAFjL* 

Copy to: 

APS/USof S* 
AUS(H&0)* 
Hd Sec (AS ) * 
Hd Sec(HSF)* 
PSO/AML* 
PSO/AOCSS* 



* By CHOTS 



RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM 



Section 40 



ISSUE 



1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome 
correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger 
units . 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. That we draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with 
him. 

TIMING 

3 . Routine 
DISCUSSION 

4. We have for some time been in correspondence at official level 
with Mr Matthew Williams, a 'UFO' researcher, who has an interest 
in the role he believes RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this subject. 



UNQUAS&eED 

Mr Williams edits his own magazine (Truthseekers ' Review), and has 
appeared on TV in programmes about 1 UFOs ' . He believes that 
Rudloe Manor is investigating 'UFO' sightings. He will not accept 
the facts that prior to 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight, located 
at Rudloe manor, acted simply as a collection point for 'UFO' 
reports made to RAF stations (from whatever source, ie members of 
the public or service personnel), and forwarded such reports to 
the Department's focal point, Sec(AS)2, for any further action 
required. Since 1992, all RAF stations, including RAF Rudloe 
Manor, forward reports direct. 



5. ^^^^ |has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and 
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases 
by unauthorised means . He is currently threatening a media and 
leaflet campaign alleging both that Rudloe Manor is keeping 
information relevant to 'UFO' activity hidden, and that both it 
and the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his 
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, he 
says, to break their signing of the Official Secrets Act and speak 
about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor. 



6. As Minister will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative 
unit providing parenting support for a number of independent 
organisations. These include Headquarters Provost and Security 
Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security 
Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting 
Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headquarters 
Defence Telecommunications Services, and a detachment of No 
1001SU, responsible for military satellite communications 
services, all located at Rudloe Manor, together with RAF units 
based at nearby Colerne. The Flying Complaints Flight, which is 
tasked by Sec (AS) to investigate whether there have been 
infringements by RAF personnel of flying regulations is, as I have 
said, also located at RAF Rudloe Manor. All this is a matter of 
public knowledge and has already been explained to ESSSEQ^M' 

7. The Station is also responsible for the care and essential 
maintenance of a dormant underground facility located beneath the 
domestic site at Rudloe Manor. Detailed knowledge of the 
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UNQJ 




El 





facilities is, however, strictly limited. The merest hint of 
additional facilities, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in 
the area, can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by 
feffil i ff*li- , 3^B- Should Minister require further information, this 
can be provided separately by | | (no relation), 

Sec(HSF) 1 . 



Despite all our assurances to the contrary, 
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remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to 
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this 
misconception is to accede to his demands, and arrange a tour of 
the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists 
from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously, 
for example for representatives of the local authorities. But, 
for the reasons outlined above, would not be allowed 

free access to areas of operational security or especial 
sensitivity something which could reinforce his conviction that 
'UFO' activity is being concealed. However, there is every reason 
to believe, from his general attitude and views, that such a visit 
would only provide fuel for further questions. 



9 . Special Branch have taken an interest in gggg§g|j^(. They do 
not believe that he poses a specific threat to security, but they 
are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as a conduit 
for their own activities. Special Branch have had visibility of 
ESEfSnffliKfl^^M correspondence with this Command, and recently asked 
that we do not formally cease our dialogue with him, so that they 
can continue to monitor his plans and thinking through his 
letters. This correspondence, nonetheless, takes up an appreciable 
amount of official time, and I believe we have now reached the 
stage where replies simply restate the facts already provided. I 
further believe that his requests for a visit to the station 
should be refused. Copies of | | most recent letters, 

which have been acknowledged, and our proposed reply are attached. 

10. The issue might attract attention, depending on Mr Williams' 
success in stirring up interest in his eccentric views. He 
regularly places articles and copies of letters on the Internet. 

lives in ..Wales, and he may write to or secure the 
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interest of his local MP (Mr Allan Rogers, (Rhondda) ) . The 
constituency MP for Rudloe Manor is James Gray (Wiltshire North) , 
who might also be encouraged to take an interest. Should either MP 
become involved we would, of course, be content to offer them a 
visit to Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for 
themselves (Mr Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not 
had a tour of the Station). 

11. I would be grateful to know that the Minister is content to 
proceed in this way. 



{CHOTS SIGNED] 
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Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30 
September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon is no 
longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The 
current in house journal is called Manor News. 

As has already been explained by me, and by my colleagues at 
Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, there is no unit based at RAF 
Rudloe Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in 
investigations into 'UFO' /flying saucers or extraterrestrial life. 

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you 
have a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break 
their signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect 
me to condone this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to 
do so. What you say in any leaflets you distribute is of course a 
matter for you. 

The facts about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in my 
letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitive or 
operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail, 
although I can, again, assure you that there is nothing relating 
to 'UFOs'. That there are underground facilities at Rudloe Manor 
I have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are 



UNGUSSlflED 

now almost entirely unused. 

In the circumstances I am afraid we see no point in inviting you 
to visit the Station. 



uNQjuaasiEjEp 
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RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM 
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Reference : 

A. LC/356805/3/4/F&S dated 5 Nov 97. 

1 . Thank you for the oppo:rtun^tvtocoinmer^^on the proposed 
submission to Min(AF) about £ | sent under cover 
of Ref A. ^^^SS^0BB and 1 have both read and discussed the 
submission. 

2. We agree with your overall proposed line and have a few 
suggestions to offer. APS/USofS should have sight of the 
submission as USofS is the Minister responsible for "UFO"-related 
issues. We have inserted at para 4 a few lines to explain why^^Jjo7T40 

j eSBBSBESl I is obsessed with "UFOs" and RAF Rudloe Manor. We also^^^ 
have antew suggested textual amendments to offer which have for 
ease been made in bold type. 

3. I hope this is helpful and I am happy to discuss further with 
you if required. 



[original signed] 
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RUDLOE MANOR; CORRESPONDENCE FROM 



1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome 
correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger 
units . 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. That we draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with 
him. 

TIMING 

3 . Routine 




ISSUE 
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UN£JWfcS££IED 



DISCUSSION 

4 . We have for some time been in correspondence at official level 
with | ^ a "UFO" researcher, and the role he 
believes RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this subject. |5!c?!nS!iE»BBB 

edits his own magazine (Truthseekers ' Review), and has appeared on 
TV in programmes about "UFOs", He believes that Rudloe Manor is 
involved in investigating "UFO" sightings. He will not accept the 
facts that prior to 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight, which is 
located there, acted simply as a collection point for "UFO" 
reports made to RAF stations (from whatever source, i.e. members 
of the public or service personnel) and forwarded such reports to 
the Department's focal point, Sec (AS) 2, for any further action 
required. Since 1992, all RAF stations, including RAF Rudloe 
Manor, forward reports direct. 

5. BHWBRKM | has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and 
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases 
by unauthorised means. He is currently threatening a media and 
leaflet campaign alleging both that Rudloe Manor is keeping 
information relevant to "UFO" activity hidden, and that both it 
and the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his 
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, he 
says, to break their signing of the Official Secrets Act and speak 
about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor. 

6. As Minister will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative 
unit providing parenting support for a number of independent 
organisations. These include Headguarters Provost and Security 
Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security 
Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting 
Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headguarters 
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Defence Telecommunications Services, all located at Rudloe Manor, 
together with RAF units based at nearby Colerne. The Flying 
Complaints Flight, which is tasked by Sec (AS) to investigate 
whether there have been infringements by RAF personnel of low 
flying regulations is, as I have said, also located at Rudloe 
Manor. All this is a matter of public knowledge and has already 
been explained to EBBntSBKill 1 • 

7. The Station is also responsible, on behalf of the Cabinet 
Office, for the care and essential maintenance of a dormant 
underground facility located beneath the domestic site at Rudloe 
Manor. The existence and possible use of this facility is 
considered sufficiently sensitive that knowledge of it is strictly 
limited; regrettably however, the merest hint of any underground 
accommodation, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in the area, 
which MOD is not prepared to explain and expose to public view, 
can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by RfB on 40 
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8. Despite all our assurances to the contrary, 
remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to 
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this 
misconception is to accede to his demands, and arrange a tour of 
the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists 
from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously, 
for example for representatives of the local authorities. But, 
for the reasons outlined above, BlCTSliBIl ^^B would not be allowed 



free access to areas of operational security or especial 
sensitivity, something which could reinforce his conviction that 
"UFO" activity is being concealed. However, there is every reason 
to believe from his general attitude and views that such a visit 
would only provide fuel for further questions . 



UNCE!ASSTFTED 



9. Special Branch have taken an interest in KtMjjXtWM^^M. They do 
not believe that he poses a specific threat to security, but they 
are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as a conduit 
for their own activities. Special Branch have had visibility of 
■ correspondence with this Command, and recently asked 



that we do not formally cease our dialogue with him, so that they 
can continue to monitor his plans and thinking through his 
letters. Dealing with this correspondence does, however, take up 
an appreciable amount of official time and I believe that we 
should have now reached the stage where replies simply restate the 
facts already provided. I further believe that his requests to 
visit Rudloe Manor should be refused. (Copies of £ 

most recent letters, which have been acknowledged and our proposed 
reply are attached.) 



10. Depending on £ I success in stirring up interest in 

his eccentric views, the issue might attract media attention, 
since he regularly places articles and copies of letters on the 
Internet. {SBBBBEiB | lives in Wales, and may lobby his local MP 
(Mr Allan Rogers, ( Rhondda ) ) or the constituency MP for Rudloe 
Manor, James Gray (Wiltshire North) . Should either MP become 
involved we would, of course, be content to offer them a visit to 
Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for themselves (Mr 
Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not had a tour of the 
Station) . 



11. I would be grateful to know that the Minister is content to 
proceed in this way. 
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Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30 
September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon is no 
longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The 
current in house journal is called Manor News. 



As has already been explained by me, and by my colleagues at 
Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, there is no unit based at RAF 
Rudloe Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in 
investigations into "UFO"/f lying saucers or extraterrestrial life. 

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you 

have a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break 
their signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect 
me to condone this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to 
do so. What you say in any leaflets you distribute is, of course, 
a matter for you. 
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The facts about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in my 
letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitive, or 
operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail 
although I can, again, assure you that there is nothing relating 
to "UFOs". That there are underground facilities at Rudloe Manor 
I have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are 
now almost entirely unused. 

in the circumstances, I am afraid we see no point in inviting you 
to visit the Station. 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 



Reference: DOMD/2/3/4 of 27 October 1997 

1 . I attach for your information a copy of the minute at reference which reports on 
progress on the Government's proposals for a Freedom of Information Act. You will 
note that public sector personnel records are expected to be excluded from the 
provision of the Act. As is the case now the "harm" test will include national security, 
commercial confidentiality and policy advice. The test will, however, be more 
stringent. 



2. 1 do not believe there are any issues we need to raise at this stage but I should be 
happy to co-ordinate a PTC response. There is no deadline set on the attached minute 
but if I have not heard from you by say the end of November I shall assume there is 
nothing you wish to raise at this stage. 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION 

1 . I thought that you might find it helpful to know what is happening about the 
Government's proposals for a Freedom of Information Act. At the same time it would 
be useful to hear of any issues that might be of particular concern to you (and the 
Trading Funds in particular) in this context - perhaps queries that have arisen in the 
course of dealing with the existing Code of Practice on Access to Government 
Information. 

Background 

2. It was originally the Government's intention to publish a White Paper on 
Freedom of Information before this year's Summer recess. At the first meeting of the 
Ministerial sub-Committee on 10 Jul, however, Ministers decided that they needed to 
consider in more depth the issues and implications arising from Freed;.,"; 1 , of 
Information legislation. The publication of the White Paper was therefore postponed 
until towards the end of the year. The Cabinet Office Freedom of Information Unit was 
tasked to produce papers, first on the principal policy issues and to describe the foreign 
experience of FOI, and subsequently on specific topics such as the disclosure and 
protection of information under an FOI Act, a review and appeals mechanism etc. To 
date there have been three meetings of the Ministerial Committee, with the fourth this 
week, and these have been shadowed by official-level meetings which DOMD attends. 
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3 . It is clear that the Government intends the Act to go beyond the terms of the 
existing Code, quite apart from the enhanced status of primary legislation over a non- 
statutory document. The option of simply translating the Code into statutory form has 
therefore been rejected. Interestingly, in surveying overseas' experience of FOI, it has 
become apparent that the UK is in a unique position as no other country has 
introduced a statutory FOI regime onto a system already working to a non-statutory 
regime. The Act will of course cover Agencies, including Trading Funds. 
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4. The key issue for MOD is the balance between disclosure and the need to 
protect information. The papers discussed to date propose that there should be a 
general right of access to information which would then be circumscribed in three 

ways: 

a. Exclusions . Certain institutions or bodies or the information originating from 
them would be ruled outside the scope of the legislation; 

b. Qualifying criteria for requests . Requests for information must be 
"reasonable" (eg not requiring excessive effort and expense); 

c. Exemptions . Certain information, though prima facie covered by the Act, is 
decreed to be exempt from disclosure. 

In fact, this is how the current Code operates. It has a very narrow band of exclusions 
(eg the Security and Intelligence agencies) and allows Departments to charge for, or 
refuse to answer, complicated or unreasonable requests. With regard to exemptions 
under the Code, Departments may refuse to supply information that they deem falls 
within one or more of 15 categories, such as information whose disclosure would harm 
national security or defence. Some of these categories do, however, have a rider that a 
"harm test" should be applied and consideration should be given as to whether the 
harm arising from disclosure is outweighed by the public interest in making information 
available. 



5 , Exclusions are likely to include the Security and Intelligence Agencies and 
information produced by and relating to them, and a very few other categories such as 
public sector personnel records. Recognising the need to protect information about the 
Special Forces, we are also pressing for their exclusion. Exemptions will probably be 
drawn more narrowly (although still including, for example, national security, 
commercial confidentiality and policy advice) but the "harm test" will be more 
stringent and it has been accepted that the potential impact will need very careful 
analysis. It has been acknowledged that the FOI Act must be compatible with the 
Official Secrets Act as well as legal obligations arising from contracts. Finally, there is 
likely to be provision for a public interest override to ensure that sensitive information 
could still be withheld even where it was deemed that disclosure would not cause 
substantial damage to a specified interest. 

5. There is still a long way to go before the detailed shape of the FOI Act 
becomes clear. The intention is to publish the White Paper in early December and this 
will be followed by a draft Bill in the Spring, both subject to consultation, prior to an 
Act being laid before Parliament, probably late next year. If, therefore, you have any 
particular concerns that you believe may not be picked up by our consultations with 
the Centre of the Department, please let me know. If, on the other hand, you have any 
queries about the operation of the existing Code, whteh^enots^sfied bjj 
guidance published in DCI GEN 48/97, then I or RSSilW OMJ14, on ? 
be able to help. 
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To: SEC(AS)2A ( 2 ) , SPS/AOCSS , Sec ( HSF ) 1 

CC: HQLCDepPA/COS 

Ref: 303 

From: CS(FinSec)l Auth by: 

Subject: MATTHEW WILLIAMS: DRAFT LM TO MINISTER t 

Text: Grateful your thoughts, please — | y \w r^i\ 

Thanks 

Judy Mansfield 
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LC/356805/3/4/F&S 
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PSO/AOCSS* 

Copy to: 

PSO/AML* 



COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



* by CHOTS 



MATTHEW WILLIAMS: TRUTHSEEKERS REVIEW 



1 . Attached is a draft note which we propose to send to Minister 
about Matthew Williams. The copy of William's latest letter to me 
is being sent separately by fax to MB addressees. 

2 . I would appreciate any comments or amendments you may have by 
1200hrs, Monday 10 November. 



[ signed] 

J E MANSFIELD 
CS (FinSec) 1 
F160 6985BRA 
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RUDLOE MANOR 



CORRESPONDENCE FROM MR MATTHEW WILLIAMS 



ISSUE 



1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome 
correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger 
units . 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. That we draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with 
him. 

TIMING 

3 . Routine 
DISCUSSION 

4. We have for some time been in correspondence ,at arfiof f icial 
level with Mr Matthew Williams, who-has an- inter-esU in UFO ' 
eesea-rGh 7 and the role he believes RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this. 
Mr Williams edits his own magazine (Truthseekers 1 Review), and has 
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X appeared on TV in programmes about UFOs . v ' -n 'H • . : 

5. Mr Williams has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and 
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases 
by unauthorised means. He is currently threatening a media and 
leaflet campaign alleging both that Rudloe Manor is keeping 
information relevant to UFO activity hidden, and that both it and 
the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his p 
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, as- 
he puts it, to break their signing of the Official Secrets Act and 
speak about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor. 

6. As \ you will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative unit 

providing parenting support for a number of independent 

organisations. These include Headquarters Provost and Security 

Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security 

Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting 

Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headquarters 

Defence Telecommunications Services, all located at Rudloe Manor, 

together with RAF units based at nearby Colerne. The s-fea-t-i-e&~ais-o 

includes a Flying Complaints Flight, which is tasked by Sec(AS) to 

investigate whether there have been infringements by RAF personnel) 

of; flying regulations^ This m-usfe is a matter of public knowledge 

K f - {■ \ 1 1 ' j 

and has already been explained to Mr Williams. 

7. The Station is also responsible, on behalf of the Cabinet 
Office, for the care and essential maintenance of a dormant 
underground facility located beneath the domestic site at Rudloe 
Manor. The existence and possible use of this facility is 
considered sufficiently sensitive that knowledge of it is strictly 
limited; regrettably however, the merest hint of any underground 
accommodation, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in the area, 
which MOD is not prepared to explain and expose to public view, 
can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by Mr 
Williams . 

8. Despite all our assurances to the contrary, Mr Williams 
remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to 
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this 
misconception is to accede to his demands, and arrange a tour of 
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the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists 
from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously, 
for example for representatives of the local authorities. But t for 
reasons outlined above, Mr Williams would not be allowed free 
access to areas of operational security or especial sensitivity^ 
and this could reinforce .his conviction that there- is -in-d-eed UFO 
activity we are "concealing from him. Nor is- there is any reason 
to believe from his general attitude and views that fa visit would 
do any more than provide fuel for further questions. 

9. Special Branch have >1s'q- taken an interest in Mr Williams. 
They do not believe that he poses a specific threat to security, 
but they are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as 
a conduit for their own activities . Special Branch have had 
visibility of Mr Williams' correspondence with this Command, and 
recently asked that we do not formally cease [dialogue with him, so 
that they, can continue to monitor his plans and thinking through 
his correspondence- with- officials . /This correspondence,, pW, tv <<;i?u 
none-theiess , takes' up an appreciable amount of official time, and 

I believe we s troq ^d now restrict our responses -to- him essentially 
to- -the— repetition" of -points,- already made , and not,, meet his 

requests for a/ visit to the- station,. I- attach a-icopy of Mr 

Williams' most recent letters (he has received holding replies to 
both-) and our proposed reply .ca-j -x ,;>. i:J. f >, i , ; v % 

10. 'The issue might attract'yattention) depending on Mr Williams' 
success in stirring up interest m his eccentric views/** j {£e 
regularly places articles and copies of letters on the Internet. 
Mr Williams lives in Wales^ and he may write to or secure the 
interest of his local MP (Mr Allan Rogers, (Rhondda) ) } The 
constituency MP for Rudloe Manor is James Gray (Wiltshire North), 
who -might aiso.-be, encouraged, to . take an interest . Should either MP 
become involved,, we would of course be content to offer them a 
visit to Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for 
themselves (Mr Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not 
had a tour of the Station). 

11. I would be grateful to know that the Minister is content wi-feb 
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DRAFT 



Mr Williams 

Truthseekers Review 

25 Upper Canning Street 

Mid Glamorgan 

South Wales 

CF41 7HG 



Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30 

September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon is no 

longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The 
current in house journal is called Manor News. 




As has jbeen explained to you previe^us-ly, by me, and by my 
colleagues at Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, I- can confirm 
once-again that there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe Manor (or any 
other MOD establishment) specialising in investigations into UFO/ 
flying saucers or extraterrestrial life. 

.As— to your most recent, undated, letter, — -i_am.-&e*^y that you have 
a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break their 
signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect me to 
condone this,(\or your apparent role in encouraging them to do so. 
What you say in any leaflets you distribute is^ of course a matter 
for you. 

The facts about wiaat-goes on at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in 
my letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitive^or 
operational matters, you will not expect me to go intp detail 
although I can, assure youjthere is nothing that relates to UFOs. 
That there are underground facilities^ have acknowledged, and 
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have also indicated to you that they are now almost entirely 
unused . 

r 'T" ..... 
I am afraid t-ha-t in the circumstances we see no point m inviting 

you to visit the Station. ^ 
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From: Q^^^jQ Secretariat {Air Staff) 2a 1 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB 

Telephone (Direct dial) 

(Switchboard^ 
(Fax) 



Headquarters Logistics Command 
CS(FinSec)! 



Attn: 
== by fax == 



Your reference 
Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

Date 

30 October 1997 




ENQUIRY FROM MATTHEW WILLIAMS : RAF RUDLOE MANOR 

1 . Thank you for faxing through a copy of ESj^^^^J) latest 
missive about Rudloe Manor. 

2. As discussed I have the following lines to offer in respect 
of the "UFO" aspects of his letter. 

"Finally, as has been explained to you previously , I can 
confirm once again that there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe 
Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in 
investigations into "UFO/ flying saucers" or extraterrestrial 
life. " 

3. Although we have discussed this on the phone, I thought it 
might be helpful if I were to set out our policy with respect to 
requests for MOD to give media interviews on "UFOs". It is a 
matter of policy that we do not give media interviews on the 
subject of "UFO/flying saucer" matters and extraterrestrial 
lifeforms for the following reasons: 

(a) the wider interests/beliefs of the "UFO" fraternity are 
outside the MOD'S remit 

(b) To accede to one would leave us unable to refuse any of 
the large volume of requests we receive from newspapers , 
magazines, radio shows etc and would unnecessarily tie up 
resources on non-MOD business. 

4. Instead we offer to provide a written statement via the Press 
Office along the attached lines. 
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE INTEREST IN "UFO" SIGHTINGS 



The Ministry of Defence has no interest or role with respect to 
"UFO/flying saucer" matters, or to the question of the existence 
or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms about which it remains 
open-minded. To date, however, the MOD is unaware of any evidence 
which proves that these phenomena exist. 

The MOD examines any reports of "UFO" sightings received solely to 
establish whether what was seen might have some defence 
significance; namely, whether there is any evidence that the UK 
Air Defence Region might have been compromised by hostile or 
unauthorized foreign military activity. 

The reports are examined, with the assistance of the Department's 
air defence experts as required. Unless there is evidence of a 
potential military threat, and to date no "UFO" sighting has 
revealed such evidence, the MOD does not attempt to identify the 
precise nature of each report. The MOD believes that down to 
earth explanations could be found for these reports, such as 
aircraft lights or natural phenomena, if resources were diverted 
for this purpose but it would be an inappropriate use of defence 
resources to provide this kind of aerial identification service. 
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FsestouTe: 
Telephone: 


Section 40 





To; riyiiig orri»E 

EAF Itu&oe ttat»C 



Sectio 



No of pages: * 
D,te: Z7.10.96 



Dew Hying btt-< <-.«■• BEfgn! 

I vrlt* on behalf of Marshall Cavendish Publisher* end further to our 
conversation. Ifer* foHows the Ktielt Vhich will appear in Issue 
31 of our magMtne 'The XBsctor' and I eheuM U tjrewful fex 
your help with one of ih» pictures needed. 

We wuld like to -include a colour photo of UF Radios ISmor Mid . if the 
mxi i* sgreeaole, vould you please sew) ne a colour print or -tilde, 

Fleas* poet tint picture to me at; 

i Ltd 




I look forverd to Iseasing from you and ilwk yuo Tor any heap you «n 
give me. Ib* picture 1« needed by 30 October so please eend it: by 
first class nail. . , _ . . . 

AV?e -9 



Yours sincerely, 
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)it$ Hit British Gevmmmtm 'spoilcy and knowledge in \ 4'; 

relation to UfQs, and examines the evidence for a cover-up. 

i 



On 5 November 1990 a squadron of Royal Air Force Tornado jets were 
fiyjngover the Noii*Se^OBtlieff way b»ck}o their base. Suddenly, ibd 
to the amazement of all the egseriejBced pilot?, their aircraft were 
overtakes et high speed by a. UP0 % None of these trained observers were 
able so identify the craft that reads our most sppbisHomd lircrafi look 
obsolete by scwnpirison, «n<3 a repte of tMiebcomuterwas sentbyagpai . jjij 

to the Mmisny of Defence. What happened next? Were the pilots visited . 11 

by anouyroouj inteJli^eace offieerSi Arwtened with (to Official Secrete 
Act sod warned to keep quiet aboii their sighting? Oris tbetruihol the 
matter somewhat different? 

Many ufblogistt are obsessed with the idea thai elements of the 
British Government are invorvediiia conspiracy of sileoce about UFOs> . ■ % 

and are actively suppressing the twjb. about that phenomenon. Such claims : | » 

have persisted for years, but are oftpn taken on faith rather than evidence, . M;!) 

As i% often the cat e when wamiae^ such aUcgationi critically, the real 
situation i» not <juite ju people suppose, 'tjjij 

As far as we know, me earliest official British iuvolvemeot in the 
UFOmyswrywwaataielligencwstudy came<loutin 1951. This study 
was mentioned in a 9 August 1952 fetter from the Air Ministry to the thea % 
Prime Minister, Wrastea Church01,;who had asked for a report on UFOs. $ . 

The study concluded that all UFOs could be explained in conventional , >;! 

terms, and was clearly based hearty on the data that had been amassed by m 
me United Stales Air Force, wto h^beeacondttOtinsthefrawaefficial 4'. 
studies since 1947, under the Project names Sjgn, Grudge and Blue Book. \ ; 

Edward J Ruppeh headed Project drudge and then Blue Book from 1951 *• j 

to 1953. Be made reference to British interest in UfOsin his lMd book, f :• 

J%« Ae/wrr #« Unidentified Flying 'Objects. He told of a visit by two RAF f * 

intelligence officers who arrived at Blue i Bookneadquartcrs with six sheets 
of questions. The answers flwy took back dearly influenced the reply |. ' 

given to Winston Churchill, and indeed tbeiaatUifaoce study referred to 
may have been based in part or in wjjhole uponithis data. 

What lay behind the British interest in WOs was actually WDC6m 2 
rhat some cf them tiptoe ao tmku^ Pi'i 
air defences Of the United Kingdom; The Cold War was serious business, 
and the Air Ministry was mare concjemed with Russians thin Martians. 
There was no corporate interest or belief in tf^Os as extraterrestrial craft. >g \ 



8>.l 



S7 OCT '9? 13(37 



fiCS(F8.S) HQLC ^ggRffi 



29 Oct '97 17:25 



waiehAJ ey* on your airspace, so&fttutt that, to me best of your abiliiy, 
you are able to identify any craft operating wrdun your air defence region'. 

Government, foe civil service and the military are naturally 
conservative organj'iarioni, and this mindset made it difficult for the 
Establishment to rapend in any meaamgfui way to emerging speculation 
from u&logisu, some of whom wefc arguing that UFOs were 
ettraienestrial in origin. Naturallyifioaservalive desk officers found such 
speculation difficult, and tended io^goare anything they couldn't explain. 
To illustrate this point it is interesting to aott that fee aforentenrioned Air 
Ministry letter to Winston Churchill failed to even make mention of Foe 
Fighters - strange balls of li$t that had been seen by Allied and Axis 
pilots during die Second World Wir, Had Cbjurohfll bees dehntratciy kept 
in the dark, or wa» foe omisaoo indicative of nothing mwrcadwster than 
the closed minded attitude of the Aji Idinbay? 

m A teeter dated 2* fate 1 ^5 fcave a aufoer insight inm foe true 
attitude of foe British Government... In a reply to the US Departm ent of the 
Air Force die Miaiscy of Defence explained that their polity was "... to 
play down the subject of UFOs end to avoid attaching endue attention or 
publicity to it", the whole tone of foe tetter betrayed the feet that foe 
Ministry clearly regarded foe subject as a waste of time. 

Files now available for viewing at foe Public Record Office in Kew 
shed further light on foe British Government's policy and opinions on 
UFOs, On foe one hand, k is clearfoartberc fan* been some o^uite 
extraordinary UFO incidents in British airspace. The files detail numerous 
incidents where UFOs were teen by military witnesses and detected on 
radar, Uiey teO of several incident* where RAF jets were scrambled in 
unsudcBufol atucqpts to intercept TjFOs. The Ministry have 
acknowledged Sot decades that UFO reports sues as these defy 
explanation. Scene WW of iig)wiiigs rottiain nnexplaiDea\ even after a . 
rigorous investigation. The problem is mat these same files - some of 
which were previously classified Secret - strongly suggest that no further I 
action is taken one* an inwstigauV '■ 
even fo cites of attempted interception. AUnte pomts to an attitude of '■ 
indifference or incompetence, as opposed to anything more siniiter- 
Of cam*, the Ministry if us a no-win situation, and die-hard 
conspiracy theorists will always interpret the frets in ways that support ; 
foeir ow& viewpoint In (his way, aafoely sanoctnt events are twisted into 
(omcthiog that fits In with what seem* to be an almost psychological need 
to believe in a cover-up: TJFO documents withheld under the standard 
aarry year rule that applies to alt Government papers are described as 
being "suppressed"; foe media's refusal to give airtune to various crackpot 
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„ ? submitted by the'pflou whos« Tom»d« fiut 

^S?o^XSSo^ Swcr U fat ft. «^ 
jets were cw™^ ^ ^erttiriufAir Safl)2» ■ the MoD division 

^ ~!73?3 J«.u»tv 1M13 told of how abnormally lugfc rsflittOB 
[2d ^oMi^Piy of Defence «vcn .pledged H* » 

out with .xs«*e ^ ^So^r^^f^ : 

^^^ Stto^^^ S but that it know, too . 

worse. | 



MvcwiP. 7V.« X-Facior «k«d h% what evident* fce baa to 



cover-up 
,sunee 



sets cut bis ewe ft* »UFQ 
support ibis 



I: 
I 



1 

r. 



8. 



»7 OCT ISiM 



ftCS(F&S) HQLC Fax 



Secti 



lpn..40| ,.. 



29 Oct "97 17=27 



i • : 
i i 

* • 

But why cover any of this up? J •' 

'I think the Ministry knows something very strjui$s is going on, but 
doesn't have tte aeswers. They don't w»nr to appear foolish or 
vulnerable, so I think it's probably tie ease that tbey «<? covering up a 
situation when, frankly, they are powerless.'' f 



How to Report* UFO j 

The Maissy of Defence has produced a form on which people should ■ 
record the details of their righting, }le infonnation requested includes tjie 
date, time and location of the encmifw, together with a description of the 
object, and observatioDS about the raeteorotej^al conditions at die time jef 
the incident Tb**e fonn» »bould b» H«l<i by tvery RAF base, polic« | 
ttirtion and oivil airport in the ee<nt^'. " these! art the son* of places that 
receive UTO reports from the public. 

The completed tonal *re tbeij seal to Sectetariai(Air Sta£r)2a at 
^stiyofrN^«I^Batt(JingjsWMteh«)L they should investigate 
each sighting, in the fittt instance byj trying to correlate it with aircraft 
activity, astronomical events or other conventional objects or phenomena. 
See(AS)2a are assiitcd in these investigations by specialist divisions who 
ofibr help and advice on matters suds as radar evlierxe or saieHile 
activity. Out of the several hundreirepons received each year, 95% caa 
be explained. " f \ 

j ! 

i 

Accessing Tbe Information 

There are several ways that people can pt hofyl of official information 
about UFOs. The simplest way is to write to SeoCAS^a at the MoO. and 
put your questions to them. A general enOuav* about UFOs will elicit a. ; 
standard reply, but under rules about Opea Government specific qu«o"ottS 
should receive specific ajsswets, where the adbraaricn U evaflablc 

Another option is tt pay a visit to the Public Record Office at Kew. 
ISider the Public Record Acts files Wto* One tnost recent paper is more 
than thirty years old are opened to die public. iTbwe are currently around a 
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dozes UFO files which can be inspected, and these detail some interesting 
sittings from tbe Fifties and Sixties. They alio pve as invaluable insight 

Some ofeinain* art forging links with dafo local Members of 
Pariianwat, wd asking tb«a to table fossa*), wriaen. Parliamentary 
Question* about UFO*. There have bees over thirty luch question* tabled 
in the last year or so, and MPs do teem to be becoming increasingly awsie « 
of the »erious dtfeiiee and national security Utues it stalce. 

Ute fine! piece ia the puzzl^ may be provided ty the incodnction. of 'g; 
a Freedom of Icfenxacisitt Act. To* Government has a ootmnitmeni to f|i 
introduce this legislation, and although Has will take at least two ytars, it |; 
laouM rasan to the public caa access to much more UFO ^ 
mfffrmi^p" flaa » currently the eye. 



RAF Rtidtee Minor f? 

" w.t. 



:: 



Conipiracy theorists are obsessed with the idea that a number of military 
insulations in the United kagdon^ are involved in secret UFO research. 
The has* most frequently associated with such stories is RAF Rudloe 
Matter in Wiltshire. This wis first drawn tfl 8k anendoa of ufolo gists in 
Timothy Good's book Abov* Top Seen*, which explained how t» was 
picted up by the MoD police whflst waDdng around A* perimeter of the 
base Later, be encouraged Ralph ^Joyes, former Head of DS8 - tbe 
fbrerwaer of See(AS)2a - to telephone dftaile of* UK) report to the base, 
» m* if they would sct*ptit Tt*y did, 

Sceptics have pointed out the.; ia view of die fcet that mflfcary bases 
haw fteajaentry been targeted by terrorists, ft** is n*thingi«nusual about 
the police taking a close Intewst anybody with % camera who is loitering 
suspiciously around an RAP base. They also point out that as all military 
bases should have theMoD's standard UFO reporting form, there is 
nothing wm*h the fef that «ajr at Rudtai Manor were prepared to 
ti^detaibofisighttog. , , t . . 

While RaF Rudloe Manor have sow wnfirmcd that &ey bad 
enviously been involved in ft* subject, they state that this was only a a 
ea^adinadngiote. Tie reports were amply fcrwarded to Sec(AS)2a, and 
no further action was taken- 

\ 

i ! 
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Thank you for your later dated 30™ Sept. One again your help in clarifying somejpoints 
» greatly appreciated - it is so hard to find out things any other way than through the 
kind efforts of those in the MOD who are prepared to help researchers such as myself: 

I asked in my last letter a specific point about who made the decision for a journalist visit 
to Rudloe Manor to be denied. I asked if you could tell me the name of the person* 'who 
made the decision so I could pass this on to ray MP. If the decision was not made jay a 
commanding officer but was made by yourself based on rules and guidelines can you let 
me know this. I need a name and rank! 

Also I have not heard anything from you on the HEXAGON newsletter, which is 
apparently the Rudloe Manor internal newsletter. Can you confirm the Rudloe Mi nor 
Hexagon newsletter editorial address for me. 

I am helping produce a TV documentary soon which will heavily feature underground 
facilities. Rudloe Manor will obviously come into the frame. Would you or anybojdy else 
be prepared to be interviewed on Rudloe Manor for the show? We could prepare A 
questions list for anyone who wanted to take part in advance and tend these to you. Any 
MOD or Rudloe Manor representative would also suffice. 

It may interest you to note that I have a number of people who all worked at RAF ! 
Rudloe Manor who are prepared to break their signing the official secrets act and Speak 
on camera about the extensive underground facilities and weapons storage capabi^ties of 
the site. Even more surprising we have witnesses who want to talk about RAF Rudloe 
Manors role in actual experimentation on UFO craft . Hard as it may seem to accept such 
fantastic statements there may be things that both you and I know little about. The! whole 
purpose of my continued interest in the facility is because of these fantastic claims] As 
you make the point in your letter that I am persistent, would you not agree that if these 
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claims were true that my interest would be justified. Of course I do not expect you to be 
able to answer feat, but I hope you see my point. One must keep an open mind 1 > the 
possibilities because I would imagine that there is much which goes, on at Rudlo : Manor 
that you may not be given clearance to know about. Is I not these compartmenta lised 
departments that Rudloe officials would naturally deny even exist 

I know there are many out there ulio feel that my interest in Rudloe Manor is a fixation 
which is borne out of my overactive imagination. I assure you that the people wl to have 
come forward to me and told me the tilings which now form the basis of my rese iroh do 
exist and do have backgrounds which place them as credible persons. I did not ji ist wake 
up and suddenly decide to research Rudloe Manor. A lot of factual documentary and 
witness based information has taken nte to the interest I now have. Contrary to v hat you 
may haw heard from security staff at Rudloe Manor in that Intake up stories w rich they 
have probably told you in order for you to question my motives, I assure you thitlam 
not a crank. It is very frustrating to me to not have access to the facility to speak to 
serving staff and to know the truth about the ITO research which went on in the 1960s 



and probably up until the mid 1990s. 



better 



If it would help you or your colleagues to understand our research goals any 
they are more informed about what we are doing I would be happy to provide 
you. I do produce a newsletter and have written many new articles on Rudloe 
and UFOs. There are even UFO reports filed in the Public Records Office which 
sightings reported by RAF Personnel in the Rudloe Manor area. This only adds 
interest 



thset 



so 
to 

were 
to the 



The problem as I see it is that wc have a very high level Top Secret base which does not 
want myself or anyone else having the right to poke it's nose in. The likelihood is that the 



do know about UFO research. They are telling jwjhal they know nothing about the 



areas I enquire about and then serve to try and damage my credibility in your ey ^ and 



other peoples eyes, internally inside the MOD so that nobody suspects what thay are 
doing. T his is a form of counter intelligence. The security staff who work at RA1 7 Rudloe 
Manor are trained to lie on a daily basic to members of the public about the operational 
status of the base. We have proved this point in our research. I 



I enclose a copy of an email sent to me by H 1 4feKUustrate j; just how far the 

security staff go in order to try and quell me stones l give out, Kane of this will 
good because soon we are holding a public meeting in Corsham to inform local 
fo the lies that they are being told about the base. This is going to be advertised 
leaflet posting which will myself and a number of other people are going to undertake. 
These leaflets will outline just what Rudloe Manor is and what they aren't being told. 



do any 

tjesidents 
amass 



bv 



I would love to have been able to say in the leaflets that the RAF Rudloe Manor |staff 
have been helpful and invited us in, but as it appears, Rudloe Manor is so secret 
limits'' to all people that we could not get access. This will only go to prove the point 
are trying to make. If RAF Rudoe Manor would like to co-operate between nov r 
time of the leaflet drop (2 weeks time), or wishes to take part in the TV program 
might be prepared to go easy on what we say in our leaflet drop. But we need to 



convinced, and in order to do that they Mill need to "open up" and start dialogue 



«d"off 
we 
and the 
then we 
K 
about 



UFO research or show us that vre arc wrong about the massive underground facilities by 
allowing a lim ited tour. 
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When I worked 1 in Customs and Excise Criminal Investigation Unit in Cardiff I Lmed 
first hand lhat the Security Services worked at RAF Riidloe Manor because we had 
liaisons with torn. I do not know if you knew this feet? ft certainly explains A 
possible reason why we are seeing the base as 'off limits-'. Would vou care to cXment 
on this? ; 

Hoping all of this can be absorbed and accepted in the good spirit it was intended. 
Thanking you. 



Yours sincerely 
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I've spoken ta you teafors, r r know ii yoj isr.scfcsr use i*jja 
I subscribe to yo-jr rsas £5d hsva keen to a let 
ive ir. Si-istol. I'b: j-jit nsiiiso, you to tell ycvTs 
:xe stciy, it was bac.': in Aujuat, I rins you a few t-.^s ^ 
vera »«« thssa M sir.ee Ui*n r hsve Less tryia; to S it rotr 
were is f*.r=ha». in the usdtxgisund K.i.is tojjr, 
a f*w ^-"tio^s (irmooerit of 
he stsitsd tslki.-.j afcout you, 10 I said "Never heaxd of 



s-nail address. H< 
I startad eefcing the tou 



He :^65 saying how yc- S£3 macs 'jp a les-i oz 5^or 4 a = 
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base... He west on to say that i vesks bftfioca shb gay* f«mi-<-« 
bass had cosie down th~ tsur with his. t.' ; d w=;s ssicia™ Mm '■ 
questions abou* you like -iiss he he:a -ecinslv" and a'ski-g 

wh*t y»u have been saying to him etc. ihcfcgr.E I'd 1st you fci-w. 
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HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, FE18 8QL 
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Maidstone 
Kent 



Please reply to the /lir Officer 
Commanding in Chief 



For the attention of: CS(FinSec)l 
Our Reference: LGj356805/3/4 
Date; 2.\ October !W 
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Dear 



and I apologise for the 



Thank you for your letter of 30 July to the Prime Minister. I have been asked to reply 
delay in doing so. 

In my letter to you of 4 June, I advised you of the role and location of the PINDAR centre, and I refer you to 
the information I gave you then. 

The site to which you refer at Rhydymywyn does not belong to the Ministry of Defeni e. It is owned by the 
Ministry of Agriculture, fisheries and Food. 

You also ask again about the underground facilities at Rudloe Manor, which I explain sd in my letter of 4 
June. 1 have nothing further to add. 



Yours sincerely 
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Date: 
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Pages: ( 
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P UNGkASSlFIED 5 

into the public domain. We are now asked specif ically^about 
the case and information is provided in the attached draft. 



"UFO" REPORTS COP I ED TO INTELLIGENCE BRANCHES 

„£2 response to this point, the draft reply explains that 
the MOD does not hold files containing " UFO " reports for 
establishing their "UFO/flying saucer" interest. Public 
incident reports are received by MOD for their potential 
significance as possible incursions of the UK Air Defence 
region. In the past it was standard practice to pass all 

UFO "reports received to MOD Intelligence branches in order 
to establish any defence scientific and technical 
intelligence value in respect of terrestrial military 
threats. in the early 1960s the number of reports received 
annually was about 50-70. Fuelled by media interests, the 
number of sighting reports received in recent years has 
dramatically increased. Last year we received over 600 
reports most of which contain less than credible information, 
it is therefore current Departmental policy to forward for 
expert assessment only those reports received from "credible 
witnesses" such as military personnel, civil pilots, and 
members of the emergency services. 
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From: CTswiWlElij I Secretariat (Air Staff) 2a1 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB 

Telephone (Direct dial) 

(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 




Headquarters Logistics Command 
CS(FinSec)l 



Section 40 



Attn 
== by fax — 



Your reference 

Our reference 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

Date 

14 Oct 97 
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ENQUIRY FROM 



RAF RUDLOE MANOR 



Reference: LC/356805/3/4F&S dated 10 Oct 97. 

1. Further to your minute at Reference (Sec (AS) 2 was a copy 
addressee), I have oneortwo thoughts to offer regarding any 
proposed visit by |*^BJrfl5Wi to Rudloe Manor: 

a. What checks are made to ensure that someone who claims 
to be a journalist is indeed one? I imagine that ordinary 
members of the public would not be given visits to the 
underground bunker on request and there must, therefore, be 
some arrangement to verify their pedigree. Is there a 
journalist's equivalent of an equity card? 

b. If we do currently allow other journalists to v^s it the 
complex I wo nder what grounds there are for turning B^Qtjon 40 

-Ijwn? If he is an accredited journalist, are w we n ot 1 

JK>w him as much as we would be prepared to show any 



other bona fide journalist? 

c. Might you be able to reject his request on the grounds 
that, as you discovered recently, he has in the past 
attempted to break into RAF Rudloe Manor illegally? 



need 



d. If the visit does go ahead, you will not, I gues^. 
me to say that the person given the job of escorting Miction 40 
IwSuld have to be carefully briefed about his^ 
nzlM FO " agenda . 
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D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
13 Oct 97 
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RELEASE OF DI55 "UFO" FILES 

Reference: CS (RM)/4/6/37 dated 23 Sep 97. 

1. Thank you for sight of the two "UFO" policy files recently 
discovered during the review of DIS records which I now return to 
you . 

2 • t^Ru^^C and I have looked through them and have no concerns 
with r e sp e ct.' 'to t heir release. 
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LC/356805/3/4/F&S 



loOct97 



FSO/AOCSS 

Sin Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor 

Copy to: 

PSO/COS 

ACSOF&S) 

Seo(AS)2 
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Pages: * 









RAF RUDLOE MANOR 




40 



1 • fSWH M iWi nJ telephoned me oil Monday, asking for information about the 
editor of a newsletter entitled Hexagon. He had, he said, been ^thk information 
from 'someone at Rudloe Manor' and gave the impression it was fairly recently. 
However, on looking at the fix he sent to me(cdpy attached), the extract is 1 fairly old 
(conunentsincmeoftheartideshrf^ j 

2, Could addressees please give me advice to answer his two main questions: 

i 

a. Is Hexagon still in print? 

b. If so, what is the policy regarding release of editorial details (beating in 
mind the wide and public circulation of such pubEcations) ? 

IfSer^LeS CU^ cOUoui C The consensus of opinion regarding !55Sn m ratpcst to visit the 

u J c underground complex was that we turn him down. Given that he intends to 

■ uvdviTi.^ ' take this farther, can we adequately justify denying bis visit? I have] attached a 

Jpot aaA a- touitt copy of our Idler turning down his request. 

"P. f(S. oj. avr %- y 

vkM 4»- «t.*iSs 

""^^Vt QxL. 3 - I have seiitfjfSJJJf i 2.olii:>i; reply (copy attached). I would appreciate comments 
; v \ or any input that addressees can supply by 1230hrs, Monday 20. October, j 
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CS(Fin Sec)l 
F160 g^RA 
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^om: Mrs J E Manjfidd 

HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, FE18 8QL 
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Please reply to the Air Officer 
Commanding in Chief 

For the attention o£ CS(FiuSec)l 

Our Reference: LC/350805/3/4^- 

Date: 9?"October 1997 



Deai 



Section 40 



Thank you for your telephone call on Monday, 6 October, and your follow up letter of the same date. 
I am looking into the points you have raised, and I will write to you again as soon as l ean. 



Yours sincerely 
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IAF Brampton 



Fax 
6.10.97 
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Dear 



Section 



E 



please find enclosed a few pages taken out of "HEXAGON"' newsletter, t do not have the 
first two pages winch would probably include the contact details of who produces it. I 
would like to make contact with the editorial department 

Also is it possible for you to let me know who, in name, made the decision about my not 
being allowed to come to RAF Rudloe Manor on a journalist visit. Pleases do not take this 
personally but I require the officers name in order to place a note to my Ideal MP. I 
intend to get the issue raised in Parliament that for some strange reason RjAF Rudloe 
Manor is off limits to journalists full stop. I believe that a parliamentary quation this will 
cause an interesting reaction from MOD in London. 

Which ever details get to your first can you please reply to me on the above address. 
Thank you once again for all your help on these matters. 



Yours sincerely 



EDrrOR 



ACS(F8.S> HQLC 



Fax: aaeafction 40| 10 0ct ' 97 14:10 
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The Tunnels Under Hawthorne 
— The History of 6 SU 




Most people st Rudloe Manor know ot toe stone 
flwrrtS 5^ that 6 SU is located in natf the 
wSMVwntf qwrry system. ►"Wjjw W» 
know anything ol the history ol 6SU 01 the 
underground area in when <t * located- 

Th? quwnes were formed Dy IM mining ol Ba h 
Stone, wnict. has been quarried 
Tadiu* of Bath since Roman Dm. The MM 
removed from !he quarries in which «SU is now 
situates was a pariicuiwiy fin* a"* highly v »' u * d 
vi.fi.Vol Bam Stone known as Bo^'W^W 

The ooWan age of 'our quarry was tha penod ibwj 

Railway and Bon Tunnel opened easy access to the 
Sons fields and iranspcrt ot ine ^W^TNtsloro 
was quarried by hand and marks left By to* P'CKs and 
ma saws can s'm ba seen in «<• stone, throughout the 
underground working*. The last commercial mining m 

tftfi ^H^a^ WAS ^fi 1 934 

The build UP O 1 a military presence m the area 
started m 1835. V» the possibility ol war looming, 
precautionary measures had to be taken to guard 
Sit possible air attack on ow ammunition stocks 
by German aircraft. Areas were surveyed around 
Corsham in the underground guamei andrtwa* 
decided to build three ammunition depots at Mcnkton 



crimecure 



DOOR & WINDOW LOCKS 
BURGLAR ALARMS 
FIRE ALARMS * 
EXTINGUISHERS 
REDUCED INSURANCE 
PREMIUMS 

CALL US NOW FOR 
EXPERT ADVICE 

IAN HIGGERSON 

(Ex Services) 

Bristol (0272)429936 



183CtlSBsntl3in 

Cciharn 

Gusto! 
BS5 SRQ 



Meraseroi 
Bnttoi Channai 
ot 

Qornrorw 



Farleigb. EastleiBhs Ridge and Tunnel — under 
Hawthorn — to be known as the Central Ammunition 
Depot (CAD). 

The Royal Engineers |HEs) were tasked in la* 
1935 with initially Meeting out an the rubble (seme 
one million tone) and any unnecessary supporting 
□Ultra. Wo* commenced on the. CAD at the centre ot 
the quarry and worked out East and West with the 
cmendon to finish both ends eihtuitaneously. » was 
estimated thai it would take lour years to complete, by 
this time t inland's general rearmament plan had 
become the No 1 priority andjthe ttrst dielrtet wa» 
ready tor use in May 1938. j 

In total the CAD and 10 districts, each with an 
average area ot three awes and in order to allow the 
easy transportation ol ammunition, 7.S miles or 
conveyor belts were installed throughout the three 
depots- 

In 1941 aft unrttrground banaek Week and hospital 
were completed near where »8jUHnow. Then) were 
lull living faculties to accommodate 300 men and 
women, out on the surface an that count be seen were 
a few hule giving little evidence: el the hive ot activity 

some 60 feet beneath the surface. There were ovei 
500 on shift during the war and : the barrack block had 

a much used bar- 

Early in 1M2 the War Office decided to establish a 
teleprinter switching centre Inithe quarry workings 
next to the CAP- The original cost estimate was 
£36000- by June IMS. after much effort and round 
the clock working, the unit was! almost complete, but 
the cost had soared to ESO.WCJ Soon alter, in August 

19*3 the South West Signals; Centre was opened, 
under command of HO 10 Group which was located 
nearby in 'the underground location now used by 

Ct i8W saw the installation ol hew equipment and a 



West Commcen. In May 1961 the Unit rantamed RAF 
Hawthorn and became a station In Its own right, isw 
saw the closure of the CAD end »v» handover ol the 
area to DOE. • , ,,,.,- 

ln June 198S the Unit reverted to betno pen of fw 
RuoToe Manor. The bulk) up of! the Unit as it t» today 
sedan in the Isle 60s with the installation ot yet more 
tecHKie* and in February 1973 the unit was once 
again renamed, becoming known as Gommuntaiions 
Centre Pludloe Manor. However, thkf name wss not to 
lo^lnd in July 1977 the Unit was given Its 
current name 6 SU. ; 

Througnoui ihe Unit* na<™ bhange* or» thing has 
remained constant - Ihe main etomen'.s ol the unit 
crest, which was authorised by the Queen in March 
1 955 The locasion Is known as me Hawthorn ate »no 
nenc'e tne incorporation olithe Hawthorn Sprig 
logemer w>th the telecom* flash and our motto wh,ch 
means Without error. wWiuut deter - . The * was. of 
course, incorporated In 1677 when the Uml adopted 
its current title 
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""" . . .„„«,_ « connect »wiieftw 

and MS Jll£^ AM Ferguson. """ff 
Sot *e mm of C^^SS. to >m OifKW 
ot Signals IW^*JSil »" ptrmanoM 



what t«« pfotW' 1 rfV,hv nutina eommumcWKm 

^» UNITERM ^ o f«^^^ 

steady pro** « r i"H 

completion w ^"^IfTiiiwn and ***** s 7 
aroJnd comm«ntea»«sw vht „ major 



tm w- ' A ut -mm solely ww>tn« j fij r 2£ i 
imp™""" lM^"pJ^,uSlTEfi wd BOXER. 

Our «fls*«S I «SS£>Hw "^SSSa 



«* how 



; order 
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wanor and w« -^T^» «» ,UMvaB " 
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RAF P&SS(SR) 



Feeling about as sah as a turkey in the run-up la 
Christmas, I entered the bsss' office to await my Pano 
flavoured demise. We've been invited to submit an 
article in the new Hexagon magazine.' the boss 
commences — something putting us en the map that 
ton 5' thin;-. Pausing to allow this revelation to sink 
to. he continues ... 'Be a good chap and sort some- 
thing bui.- Retreating to my office I consider ny next 
pian ol action. How much leave have I gel left? 

Where better 1a start than the beginning. Hands no 
an those wtio Know what 'PsSS(SP.]' stands lor. One. 
two. three ... right put them gown r^w, people are 
beginning to stare. As t means of Introduction I'll stan 
with the (our 'Ws'. 

M*c» PiSS{6R) stands tor Proust wo Security 
Services (Southern Region). 

Wiwf Ensconced amidst the idyllic environs of 
No 1 Site. RAP fludtoe Manor. PSSS(SR) enjoys a 
casual, relaxed atmosphere withji a irjcyrinth ol My 
spacious and luxuriously lined en suite executive 
S'"iS s wnisn * m *9 r '» n iiriously shares with HQ 

a When? PSSS(SR) have been blessed with the 
1 hospitality pi baf Rudloe Manor ever since our move 
I here from RAP Npitholt during May 77 — some n 

I years ago. 

Wntl? What do we do? Simpiy, our role is to 
provide a peace and security service to at rap units 
in Wales and the southern hall ef England We 
investigate: crime, conduct security investigations and 
carry out security , testa and surveys. At the sane 
time, we are continually updating our knowledge to 
ensure that in wartime we would be able to give 
station commanders the same standard ol service, 
tailored to their se-ciel needs of the moment. Muenot 
our wo*. Involves liaison with other police and 
security agencies both inside and outside the Service. 
Funnily enough, we do not as a rule perform any 
■traditional' wMta-hatted and armbanded RAP Police 
duties. 

Currently at the helm and navigating PtSSISR) 
through life's turbulent waters Is Wg Cdr BM Renatev' 
WgCdr Rensiey's hobbies include golf, welding and 
wearing drclde-bow ties (and it he can get away wtth 
all three at the same time, so much the better). 

After a New Yeaf s pep talk by the OC. Southern's 
J? 9 !! 9 P rowess *•« o» reaching new heights on 
the CO'* Cup ladder - altar a concerted effort: were 
Sfl the bottom!! Mind you. there were moments of 
doubt; not least when our swimming captain was 
ovemeard by the pootsWe in January discussing the 
merits of swimming oownhfl the lint hail A ha wan the 
te». Still, as my old headmaster weed to say: 'It's not 
the winning that counts, Its participating'. (That 
dOSSht slop me thanking our toreiathera for not 
adopting the same philosophy in world War Two) 
Mind you. we ao have a formidable!?; array of golfers 
on the Region — if only we eouW get them all out on 
the course at trie same time. We would be more than 
happy io play against any other Hexagon unit — ir we 
can fit It irt among ovr many liaison viafte with tn» C i v ji 

police. 

This is only an introductory article, lo pul 



P&S8(SR) m Hexagon. Henceforth, we will trv » h» 
you a few snippets (rom our work - suitably doaSad 
to proteci the guilty? Here* orteL tor Vstart -^SSh 
fltves you an kfea of the P&SS(Shf rwm* 

One ol the investigators, finding difficulty in 
obtaining « vehlciej 10 usV aske* his FlfclS BaM 
if he could tree hie Cavaiiar. The FiiuM Llaijienani 
Sf??'^* SgtXXx'lwaTS' 
spotess; no lag-ends, remain; of Chinese take- 
awaya on the Hear or that sort ol &Wng. OKrw?Sot 

ttwneas. The next day. he appeared in the bulding. 
dressed I very ^martiy in his usual civvies. OiA soeKed 
to the skin and bearing marks ol 'vMerTsMHMraor. 
h s vugs. 'What happened to yoVSg KWr2m 
his Plight lieutenant, -Weil, sir l^youTS* aXJ 
car wash and while it was being don. I siood £ „™ 

%!?22fL*V- To m ?&"«. I saw Cth. 
™? »™ was still up and I sashed forward to try 

aerral down, the water started and the brushes moved 
m. Anyway, i managed to do rUn the end.' 

Why the hell did you do thart'iaaid his boats. •You 
have got a scratched face from the brushed your 



w«t istwanwaekered.' Quom the loyal Sot 'I knew. 
I knowjajt.l wasrrt going to get a 777??fr77nwm 

you about a busted aerial. aftaTwnat you said stow 

not mucking up the ear ' m mm 
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Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE18 8QL 

Telephone: Huntingdon M tWi BE 
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Fax ext 6984 
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Dear 



Sectior 



140 



Please reply to the Air Officer 
Commanding in Chief 

For the attention of: CS(FinSec)l 

Our Reference: LC/356805/3/F&S 

Date: |g September 1997 



I have now looked into the points you raise in your recent letter about RAF Rudloe Minor. Your request to 
visit the site is denied. This ruling would generally apply to any member of the public j>r journalist seeking to 
visit any MOD establishment and is not unique to RAF SudJoe Manor. 

This Command has no responsibility for the Corsham Computer Centre. This lies with ; the Procurement 
Executive. The point of contact, should you consider it essential to persist with your enquiries, is: 



Press Office 
Procurement Executive 
Ministry of Defence 
Abbey Wood #1 
BRISTOL 
BS12 7DU 



Yours sincerely 
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flCS<FSS> HQLC 
LC/35680S/3/4 

10 Oct 97 



PSO/AOCSS 
ACS(F«S) 
SecHSFl 
Sec(AS)Z 

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor 

Copy to: 

PSO/COS 
DCS 



FaxRH 



10 Dct '97 11:38 
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PMDERGROI IKP BUNKERS 



1. Addressees will be familiar with the thrust of] 



(B> Btffiuries, bis latest letter does 



greatly in respect of the information he seeks. Ks is shR ssSdng fcr information about 
arrangements and I have therefore applied an exemption from the Code of Practice. 




government wartime 



2. Would addressees please review the attached draftand either confi rm that the immolation is correct or 
suggest suitable amendments. You will note that ggBf r, V»te? is. Med 30 July -I did not receive it from 
the Ministerial Correspondence Uhh until 1 October! I would appreciate your comments by COP 
Wednesday, 15 October. ! 
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HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, PE18 8QL 



Telephone: Huatingdoi 
RA FTN" 

Fax WsWJlWHi 
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Maidstone 
Kent 



Please reply to the Air Officer 
Commanding in Chief 

For the attention ofi CS(FinSec)l 

Our Reference: LCp5680S/3/4 

Date: October 1997 



Dean 

Thank you for your letter of 30 July to the Prime Minister. I have been asked to reply!, and I apologise for the 
delay in doing so. 

'Hawthorn' is the name attributed to the geographical area where RAF Rudloe Manoij is situated. It is not, 
and never has been, the name of any underground facility at RAF Rudloe Manor. ! 

to tny letter to you of 4 June, I advised you of the role and location of the PINDAR centre, and I refer you to 
the information I gave you then. 

The site to which you refer at Rhydymywyn does not belong to the Ministry of Defence. I believe it is in the 
ownership of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. 

You also ask again about the underground facilities at Rudloe Manor, which I have already explained to you 
in my letter of 4 June. I pointed out to you at that time that it is not appropriate to comment on government 
wartime arrangements and the release of such information is exempt under the Code of Practice on Access to 
Government Information. 



Yours sincerely 



flCS<F5S) HQLC 



Faxjg&tion 40 



10 Oct '97 11=39 P. 03/04 



The Prime Minister; 
the Rt Hon Tony Blair MP, 
10 Downing Street, 
Westminster, 
London, 
SW1A2AA. rXs-Kl^-'W^- 



Dear Tony. 




30th July, 1997. 



I ara writing with regafciitfWftF'Ruldoe Manor, near Corsham in Wiltshire 



001500 



For many years now, local villagers and Investigative Journalists have suspected that the 
Central Government War HQ (CGWHQ), the National Seat of Government during national 
emergencies and Nuclear attack, was (and still is) located in the former Quarry underneath 
RAF Rudloe Manor. The aforementioned bunker is known as Hawthorn, i 



Many people have speculated as to its size, construction, conditions inside 



and its facilities; 



some have even made reference to an underground town, complete with Operations centre, 



Telephone exchange 
small shops! 



roads, escalators, emergency Nuclear Power station 



pubs and even 



HQ Logistics Command at RAF Brampton have admitted to me that it is "common knowledge 
that there are underground sites at RAF Rudloe Manor, which form paiit of the defence 
establishment." They refused to deny or confirm the existence of the Cetitral Government 
War HQ", They did confirm, however, the existence of a new Nuclear bunker underneath the 
MoD Main Building, code-name PINDAR, but refused to tell me the contingency plans for its 
use. When the BBC asked the MoD about the "Hawthorn" Central Government-War HQ, toe 
MoD's reply was; "You're not supposed to know about it!" ■! 

As a registered voter, Freelance Journalist and British citizen, I feel thatj we. the British 
public, have a right to know and be told of the existence of the Central Government War HQ 
underneath RAF Rudloe Manor, and the deputy (underground) site at Rhydymwyn in North 
Wales. We also should be told EXACTLY what is underneath RAF Rudloe Manor, and the 
rationale, both now and during the Cold War, for having it there? Why is^ it there? What 
are the Contingency plans for having it there? What is it really for? What is in there 
(Operations centre. Underground town and rail system, etc)? What is the' standard of the 
technical installations, and how much did the complex cost the taxpayer to build? 

We also deserve an explanation for the PINDAR complex. Again, what is inj there? Why is 
it there? What is the rationale for having it? What is the standard I of the technical 
installations? How much did it cost to build, and what are the contingency plans for its 
use? 

Please remember that previous governments expected the public to protect itself by hiding 
the makeshift shelters (ref:- "Protect and Survive", HMSO). Therefore, I think that we have 
a right to know, once and for all, what there was and still is underneath RA§ Rudloe Manor. 

I think that the argument of national security, used by previous governments to hide 
Nuclear bunkers from the general public, is a weak one. Do you seriously expect me to 
believe that the KGB didn't know that the Hawthorn Central Government TIYar HQ existed, 
and did not have any idea what there was underneath RAF Rudloe Manor!?' 



Please turn over. 



flCS<F5S> HQLC 



Fax 



; Wltion 40 



10 Dct '97 11:39 



P. 04/04 



Page two of two. 



From: 



Section 40 



May I please ask you to take action on my concerns? J believe we, the public, have a right 
to know what there really is underneath RAF Rudloe Manor and the Mob Main Building, 
especially when one considers that people like myself were expected to hide kinder mattresses 
and tables when the warheads were launched! 1 

Please acknowledge my letter. 

Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 



| 

i 




10 



MINISTER OF STATE FOR 
THE ARMED FORCES 



Section 4 



Section 



\ 



54. 



LOOSE MINUTE 

D/MIN ( AF ) / JR/2/1/3 

| October 1997 

Sec f AS 11 

Copy to: 
APS/SofS 
APS/USof S 
PSO/ACAS 
Sec (AS) 2 
ADGE 1 (RAF) 
DPO(RAF) 

AIRBORNE DEBRIS - PRESS REPORTS 



Thank you for your minute D/Sec(AS)/58/l dated 23 September 
which Minister(AF) has noted. 



Section 40 



APS /Mi nister (AF) 
MB6113 



Recycled Paper 




• f uo 




Loose Minute 



CS(RM)/4/6/37 



September 



1997 




SecfAS)2al - 



RELEASE OF DI/55 UFO FILES 

Reference: DI55/108/15 dated 11 September 1997 ' 

1 . I attach for your perusal prior to release the two UFO policy 
files recently discovered during the course of CS(RM)'s review of 
older DIS records. 

2 . There is no doubt DI/55/40/9/1 Part 1 with a last enclosure 
date of 1963 is "out of time". But the cover is clearly endorsed 
"closed 8 November 1967" and as the reference makes clear it seems 
probable a large number of enclosures (Es 1-3 [the second set of 
Es 1-3!] 6-9 and 11-19 together with one of the two original 
Minute Sheets) were removed and relived on Part 2. It is therefore 
understandable why this file has not previously come to light. 

3. You will see the files are a mess. There has been wholesale 
renumbering of enclosures and enclosures are missing. I appreciate 
on release the general condition of these files, as no doubt will 
the content of the papers, attract attention, but I strongly 
recommend we resist the temptation (I admit I was tempted) to 
repackage the files into a more coherent form by placing them in 
chronological order and renumbering. 

4. Attached to Part 2 is one of CS(RM)'s Sensitivity Notes. The 
passages flagged for deletion prior to the release of the file 
concerns specific "intelligence" activities which are not related 
to UFOs (see E3 paras 17-21, 29 and 31e). 
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DATE 



FROM 



SUBJECT 



CODES 



23/09/97 Hd of CS(RMU 



UFO DATABASE 



Intended: 

Sent: 23/09/97 at 12:15 

To: SEC(AS)2A (2) 
CC: 

Ref: 457 

From: Hd of CS(RM)1 

Subject: UFO DATABASE 



Delivered: 23/09/97 at 12:13 

^ (A 



Auth by: 



Text : EsMlB ii^@Ched updated database. You will note it includes to 
two receiiLly dis covered DI55 files which should be with you 
later this week . MBHtPHM^Q 



bectior 



Priority: Normal 
Reply Request [ ] 



SEE PAGE 
View Acknowledge [ ] 



Attachments [ 1 ] 
Codes [ ] 



ufodata Annex A 

TOP ENCLOSURE 

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES PRESERVED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD 
OFFICE TOGETHER WITH SCHEDULED RELEASE DATES - AS AT SEPTEMBER 
1997 

Already open - 14 

To be released: 

1998 - 12 (incl. 2 recently 

discovered files 
in DI, to be 
assigned to DEFE 
21! ) 

1999 - 14 

2000 - 13 

2001 - 11 

2002 - 2 

2003 - 14 (1 awaiting 

assignment to 
AIR 2) 

Total - 80 

PLUS TWO DI FILES TO BE FORWARDED TO CS(RM) AND LIKELY TO BE 
ASSIGNED TO DEFE 21. 

AIR 2 

16918 1961-63 UFO ' s : sightings; reports AF/X59/64 
by members of the public Pt 5 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17318 1963 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 6 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17526 1964 UFO files AF/X59/64 

Pt 7 

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised 
form. Extracts now released] 

17527 1965 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 8 



[OPEN - released 1996] 



17982 



1965-66 



ditto 



AF/X59/64 
Pt 9 



[OPEN - released 1997] 

17983 1966 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 10 

[OPEN - released 1997] 

17984 1966-67 ditto AF/X59/64 

Pt 11 

[To be released 1998] 

18115 1967 Unidentified flying objects: AF/CX38/67 

reports Pt 1 

[To be released 1998] 

18116 1967 ditto AF/CX38/67 

Pt 2 

[To be released 1998] 

18117 1967-68 ditto AF/CX38/67 

Pt 3 

[To be released 1999] 

18183 1968-69 Unidentified flying objects AF/7463/72 

Pt 2 

[To be released 2000] 

18564 1957-71 UFO Reports: West Freugh 1957 
[To be released 2002] 

18565 1970-71 UFO Reports 
[To be released 2002] 

TBA April 1972 UFO'S 10/45/120 

[Awaiting allocation of piece no. 
To be released 2003] 

AIR 14 

2800 1943 No 115 Squadron: news sheet 

"Bang On" No 1. 

[OPEN - released 1972] 

AIR 16 

1199 1952 Sept Flying saucers: occurrence IIH1/188/1/17 

reports : service personnel 
at Topcliffe station, Thirsk 
and local public sector 



AIR 20 

7390 



9320 



[OPEN] 



1950-54 Unidentified aircraft 

(flying objects): reports 



9321 



9322 



9994 



11612 



11694 



11695 



11696 



11887 



11888 



11889 



11890 



[OPEN] 

1957 

[OPEN] 
1957 
[ OPEN ] 
1957 
[OPEN] 



Parliamentary question on 
UFO ' s 



ditto 



ditto 



1953-57 Reports on aerial 
phenomena 

[OPEN] 

1967-68 Unidentified flying objects 

[To be released 1999] 

1968 Jan ditto 

[To be released 1999] 

1968 Feb ditto 

[To be released 1999] 

1968 Dec ditto 

[To be released 1999] 

19 67 Aug ditto 

[To be released 1998] 

1967 Sept ditto 

[To be released 1998] 

1967 Oct ditto 

[To be released 1998] 

1967 Oct ditto 

[To be released 1998] 



II/127/3/48 

MR 008614/193 

MR 008614/213 
MR 008614/220 
IIH/273/10/4 

MR 073414 
AF/S4f (Air)512 
AF/S4f (Air)513 
AF/S4f (Air) 523 
AF/S4f (Air)507 
AF/S4f (Air)508 
AF/S4f (Air)509 
AF/S4f (Air)509 



11891 1967 Nov ditto 
[To be released 1998] 

11892 1967 Nov ditto 
[To be released 1998] 

11893 1967 Dec ditto 
[To be released 1998] 

11894 1968 Mar ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11895 1968 Apr ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11896 1968 May ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11897 1968 Jun ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11898 1968 Jul ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11899 1968 Aug ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11900 1968 Sept ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11901 1968 Oct ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

11902 1968 Nov ditto 
[To be released 1999] 

12055 1969 Jan ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12056 1969 Feb ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12057 1969 Mar ditto 
[To be released 2000] 



AF/S4f (Air)510 
AF/S4f (Air)510 
AF/S4f (Air)511 
AF/S4f (Air)514 
AF/S4f (Air)515 
AF/S4f (Air)516 
AF/S4f (Air)517 
AF/S4f (Air) 518 
AF/S4f (Air)519 
AF/S4f (Air)520 
AF/S4f (Air)521 
AF/S4f (Air) 522 
AF/S4f (Air)524 
AF/S4f (Air)525 
AF/S4f (Air)526 



12058 1969 Apr ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12059 1969 May ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12060 1969 Jun ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12061 1969 Jul ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12069 1969 Aug ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12063 1969 Sept ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12064 1969 Oct ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12065 1969 Nov ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12066 1969 Dec ditto 
[To be released 2000] 

12067 1970 Jan ditto 
[To be released 2001] 

12297 1970 Feb ditto 

[To be released 2001] 

12298 1970 Mar ditto 

[To be released 2001] 

12299 1970 Apr ditto 

[To be released 2001] 

12300 1970 May ditto 



AF/S4f (Air)527 
AF/S4f (Air)528 
AF/S4f (Air)529 
AF/S4f (Air)530 
AF/S4f (Air)531 
AF/S4f (Air)532 
AF/S4f (Air)533 
AF/S4f (Air)534 
AF/S4f (Air)535 
AF/S4f (Air)536 



AF/S4f (AIR)537 
ID/48/94 



AF/S4f (AIR)538 
ID/48/95 



AF/S4f (AIR)539 
ID/48/96 



AF/S4f (AIR)540 
ID/48/97 



[To be released 2001] 



12301 



12302 



12303 



12304 



12305 



12306 



1970 June 



ditto 



[To be released 2001] 
1970 July ditto 

[To be released 2001] 
1970 Aug ditto 

[To be released 2001] 
1970 Sept ditto 

[To be released 2001] 
1970 Oct ditto 

[To be released 2001] 
1970 Nov ditto 

[To be released 2001] 



AF/S4f (AIR)541 
ID/48/98 



AF/S4f (AIR)542 
ID/48/99 



AF/S4f (AIR)543 
ID/48/100 



AF/S4f (AIR)544 
ID/48/101 



AF/S4f (AIR) 545 
ID/48/102 



AF/S4f (AIR)546 
ID/48/103 



12399 


1971- 


-72 


UFO reports 


ID/47/274 


12400 


1972 


Jan 


ditto 


ID/48/117 


12401 


1972 


Feb 


ditto 


ID/48/118 


12401 


1972 


March 


ditto 


ID/48/119 


12403 


1972 


April 


ditto 


ID/48/120 


12404 


1972 


May 


ditto 


ID/48/121 


12405 


1972 


June 


ditto 


ID/48/122 


12406 


1972 


July 


ditto 


ID/48/123 


12407 


1972 


Aug 


ditto 


ID/48/124 


12408 


1972 


Sept 


ditto 


ID/48/125 


12409 


1972 


Oct 


ditto 


ID/48/126 


12410 


1972 


Nov 


ditto 


ID/48/127 


12411 


1971 


Dec 


ditto 


ID/48/128 



[Pieces 12399-12411 due for release 2003] 



AIR 22 



93 1953 Air Ministry Secret Summary. IIG/101 

Vol 10. No 3 Article on Flying 
Saucers . 

[OPEN - released 1984?] 

BJ5 

311 1968-70 UFO: Met aspects AF/M 396/68 
[To be released 2001] 

DEFE 21 ? 

tbd 1958-63 UFO: policy Dl/55/40/9/1 Ptl 

[To be released 1998] 

tbd 1963-67 UFO: Policy Dl/55/40/9/1 Pt2 

[To be released 1998] 

THESE TWO FILES ONLY RECENTLY DISCOVERED AS PART OF CS(RM) 1 S 
REVIEW OF RECORDS HELD BY DI OVER 20 YEARS OLD. THEY ARE LIKELY TQ 
BE ASSIGNED TO DEFE 21 




Annex B 

PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS - UFO RELATED RECORDS 
- AS AT September 1997 

8 classes have to date been raised for records originating from 
defence "intelligence" branches. They contain between them more 
than 15,250 intelligence records selected for permanent 
preservation . 

THERE ARE NO IDENTIFIABLE UFO RECORDS BUT SEE DEFE 21 (ABOVE) - 
TWO AWAIT LISTING. 

The classes together with the date range and the total number of 
pieces in each class: 

ADM 223 - Naval Intelligence Papers, 1914-1965, 840 files and 
volumes . 

ADM 231 - Naval Intelligence Reports, 1883-1965, 54 volumes 

AIR 40 — Directorate of Intelligence and other Intelligence 
Papers - 1926-1963, 2706 files and volumes 

DEFE 21 - Joint Intelligence Bureau, Directorate of Scientific 
Intelligence: Registered files - 1946-1978, 77 files 

DEFE 32 — Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 1957- 
1979, 99 files 

DEFE 44 - Joint Intelligence Bureau: Reports - 1946-1971, 100 
files and volumes 

WO 106 — Directorate of Military Operations and Intelligence - 
1937-1961, 6228 boxes, files and volumes 

WO 208 Directorate of Military Intelligence - 1917-1961, 5187 
boxes, files and volumes 



/ 




Loose Minute 



D/Sec(AS)/58/l 



23 September 1997 



APS /Minister (AF) 

Copy to: 

APS/SofS 

APS/USofS 

PSO/ACAS 

Sec (AS) 2 

ADGE 1 (RAF) 

DPO(RAF) 

AIRBORNE DEBRIS - PRESS REPORTS 

1 . We spoke this morning about reports picked up by the Press 
concerning sightings of lights in the sky and falling debris 
appearing in the Border region and the North East. I have now 
investigated these reports and can confirm that there has been no 
aircraft accident in the area and the most likely explanation for 
the sightings is debris from a satellite. 

2 . RAF Fylingdales has advised that a solar powered Russian 
military satellite was destroyed in space on 17 September. 
Although fragments of the satellite were not expected to re-enter 
the Earth's atmosphere, and Fylingdales were not routinely 
tracking the debris, they have been able to plot the expected 
trajectory of the fragments and this does coincide with the 
pattern of sightings reported earlier this morning. There is 
therefore strong evidence to link the two events. 

3. Any fragments from the satellite which may have landed are not 
expected to present any danger to the public but the local police 
and Community Relations Officer have been informed. 

4 . Details of the satellite are classified but the attached 
unclassified Press lines may be used by DPO in the event of 
further Press gueries. 




Sec(AS)l 
MB7247B 
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AIRBORNE DEBRIS - PRESS REPORTS 



The unusual lights in the sky and airborne debris reported to 
have appeared in the Border Region and the North East earlier 
today are most likely to be fragments of an old satellite which 
broke up in Space last week. 



There is a lot of satellite debris in Space which usually 
burns up on re-entry into the Earth's atmosphere but occasionally 
some fragments do get through and this is what we understand 
happened this morning. 

These fragments do not pose a danger to the public but as a 
precaution it is advisable to inform the police of any pieces that 
are found. 




